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CHAPTER 1 PURPOSE AND LITERATURE REVIEW 
Purpose 
The purpose of this dissertation is two-fold: a) to test a model of 
household housing adjustment, and b) to clarify analytical issues 
encountered in the model. This dissertation is based on a 
microsociological perspective that has been used in the development of a 
model of household housing adjustment over the last decade or so (Morris 
and Winter, 1978). Although housing adjustment by households can take 
many forms, this dissertation focuses on the determinants of the mobility 
of households from one residence to another. 
The definition of residential mobility has been widely agreed upon. 
It entails the move of a household from one dwelling to another within 
the same job market or county (Speare, 197%; Morris & Winter, 1978; 
Crull, 1979; Memken, 1984; Pickvance, 1974). It is differentiated from 
migration which is often defined as a move from one job market to 
another. Duncan and Newman (1975) describe residential mobility as a 
consumptive move, i.e., for the purpose of housing consumption, and 
migration as a productive move, i.e., for the purpose of changing jobs. 
It is, however, recognized that migration can take place for reasons 
other than job-related ones. Examples include recreation, health, or 
climate considerations. In this dissertation, only consumptive moves, 
mobility, are considered. 
Between 1975 and 1980, 45 percent of the population moved with over 
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half of the household moves (25.8% of all households) falling within the 
definition of residential mobility (Zopf, 1984). Of the moves taking 
place in previous decades, mobility occurred twice as often as migration 
(Duncan and Newman, 1975; Goodman, 1974; Rossi, 1955; Van Arsdol, Sabagh, 
and Butler, 1968). Mobility within cities produces shifts in the social 
and economic structure. Rossi (1955) states that "basic research into 
residential mobility is of inqjortance because mobility is one of the most 
important forces underlying changes in urban areas" (p. 2). Researchers 
have been trying for at least three decades to understand households' 
mobility so that urban planners can better predict how to meet the needs 
of the population (Rossi, 1955). 
Rural areas are in need of housing information, as well. The 
depressed farm economy in the midwest has caused many young hous^ olds to 
leave the rural areas. Many small businesses in the small towns are 
closing. The occupants of the dwellings in small towns may be having to 
travel farther to do their shopping. Conditions such as these affect the 
housing decisions of households in small towns and decisions by 
entrepreneurs regarding investments in small towns. 
Residential mobility requires a large expenditure of time, energy, 
and often money in searching for a new dwelling, packing and making 
arrangements to move household possessions, and reestablishing the 
household in the new dwelling and perhaps a new neighborhood. Families 
cannot afford to take the moving decision lightly. Because moving can 
cause such an upheaval in household living patterns, it is inportant to 
understand what factors motivate a household to move and what factors 
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facilitate or inçede the moving process. 
This dissertation is focused on the individual household. The 
household is regarded as a decision-making unit and the variables of 
interest are the factors that determine the mobility decisions of the 
household. The model "has been developed by Morris and Winter (1978) and 
tested wholly or in part in several studies (Crull, 1979; Morris, Crull, 
and Winter, 1976; Lam, 1985; Winter and Morris, 1982; Coveney and 
Rudd, 1986). 
Much research has been conducted to assess the determinants of 
residential mobility, but only a few researchers have developed 
theoretical models that are attenpts to explain mobility within a 
cohesive sociological paradigm. There has been an evolution in the 
models that has culminated in a housing adjustment model that will be 
used in this paper to predict household mobility. 
Research Objectives 
The concepts used in the model have been well developed by Morris 
and Winter (1978; 1985). This dissertation does not further explicate 
conceptual relationships but clarifies some of the analytical issues 
encountered in the model. Path analysis is most often used to test the 
model. However, some of the assunptions of path analysis are violated by 
the distributions of the variables and their relationships. The specific 
•objectives of this dissertation are: 
1 ) To test the hypothesized relationships in the model with 2 
different samples to compare differences due to sampling. 
2) To test and explicate curvilinear relationships among some 
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of the variables. 
3) To test for interactions among the variables. 
4) To test the model with the housing deficits variables coded three 
different ways to better understand the contribution of these 
variables to the model. 
5) To test the moving propensity variable as a dependent variable as 
a scale and as a dichotomous variable. 
Review of the Literature 
Development of the theory 
Rossi (1955) was one of the first to develop a model of residential 
mobility. He theorizes that "mobility is the mechanism by which a 
family's housing is brought into adjustment to its housing needs" (p. 
178). His theoretical approach hinged on the idea that during the family 
life cycle, the housing needs of the household change, pronpting the 
household to move to housing ttet better meets its needs. Rossi studied 
individual households to better understand how their behavior relates to 
overall urban mobility patterns. 
The mobility which characterizes our urban places is made up 
of countless thousands of individual moves. Each individual 
move is not a random event but determined by a household's 
needs, dissatisfactions, and aspirations. There is an 
underlying social psychological "order" to the apparently 
restless milling-about of our urban population. The adequate 
understanding of mobility requires a knowledge of what moving 
means to individual households (p. 177). 
Although the family life cycle is an important conceptual 
determinant of mobility for Rossi (and others since), it is difficult to 
operationalize stages in the family life cycle. Because of divorce, 
death, reconstituted or blended families, voluntary childlessness, and 
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nonfamily forms, many households do not fit neatly into the life cycle 
stages that have been delimited. For that reason, Rossi and other 
researchers since have substituted other variables as proxies for family 
life cycle stages. For Rossi, these are age of the household head 
and size of the household. He combines those two variables with tenure 
(ownership or rental) to form an index which he calls the "Mobility 
Potential Index", a structiiral variable that expresses "the degree to 
vrtiich a household's characteristics predisposes it towards mobility" (p. 
75). 
Rossi (1955) uses other variables to predict mobility besides 
household characteristics. 
"The addition of a social psychological variable can help 
specify in greater detail the relationship between a so-called 
objective characteristic and an item of behavior" (p. 71). 
He developed a "Complaints Index" which measures the dissatisfaction 
of the respondent with the dwelling and the neighborhood. When he tested 
the model, Rossi (1955) found a high correlation between each index and 
expectations of mobility and actual mobility. 
Large households were found to be more mobile than small households. 
Younger households were more mobile than older households, reflecting 
their changing household needs. Tenure had a significant effect on 
mobility when combined with tenure preference. Renters who preferred to 
own were the most mobile of all. Using the Complaints Index, Rossi 
discovered that the more conçlaints a household had about its housing, 
the more it was inclined to move. 
Households were asked vrtiether they preferred to remain, in their 
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present dwelling or move. Eight months later, their actual mobility 
behavior was recorded. While there is congruence between expectations to 
move and moving behavior, the correlation is not perfect. 
Pickvance (1973) built a causal model of mobility on the theoretical 
assunçtion that "household characteristics are a major determinant of 
mobility" (p. 280)". The household characteristics used in the model are 
age, income, and life-cycle position. He hypothesizes that home 
ownership may be a norm for some stages of the family life cycle and 
includes it as an intervening variable. This concept is central in later 
models. Pickvance (1974) tested the model using path analysis. Because 
of the problem of operationalizlng the stage in the family life cycle, 
Pickvance resorts to a measure idilch he terms "the crudest possible, 
namely, unmarried v. married" (p. 174). Potential moblli^  was measured 
by using measures of moving desires and moving expectations. 
Pickvance (1974) found that tenure acts as an intervening variable 
between household characteristics and desired and expected mobility. The 
direct effects of life cycle (marital status), age, and income on desired 
mobility are negligible when tenure is entered as an intervening 
variable. In the model with expected mobility, life cycle position • 
(marital status) and income have direct effects on expected mobility. 
Pickvance (1974) concludes that "models of desired and expected mobility 
have different structures" (p. 184). 
Speare (1974) developed a model in which mobility is a response to 
stress. Stress is conceptualized as a dissatisfaction threshold. When a 
household reaches its threshold of dissatisfaction with its housing, it 
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considers moving. Sources of dissatisfaction Identified by Speare are 
changes in the needs of the household resulting from changes in household 
size, changes in the social and physical environment offered by the 
location which could result from such things as neighborhood 
deterioration, or a change in household standards resulting from social 
mobility or social aspirations. The theory predicts that households that 
are very satisfied with their housing will not consider moving while 
dissatisfied households will consider moving. 
Speare (1974) hypothesizes that age. Income, and duration of 
residence indirectly affect the decision to consider moving and that 
satisfaction acts as an intervening variable between housing and 
household characteristics and mobility. Residential satisfaction is 
hypothesized to have a significant relationship with the characteristics 
of the household, the characteristics of the dwelling, and "social bonds 
between household members and other people" (p. 176). Social bonds are 
the result of length of residence and are viewed as contributing to 
satisfaction with the neighborhood. 
Speare (1974) introduces a measure of crowding, a persons per room 
index, which is found to have an indirect influence on potential mobility 
through an inverse relationship with satisfaction. Tenure is an 
exogenous variable in this model. This effect of tenure is hypothesized 
to be indirect through satisfaction. 
The mobility variable was operationalized in much the same manner as 
in Pickvance's (1974) research. The respondents were asked about desired 
mobility and planned mobility. Residential satisfaction was measured 
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with a series of satisfaction items relating to housing and neighborhood. 
. The author describes the outcome of a correlational analysis of 
residential satisfaction and desire to move: 
There is a strong relationship between residential satisfaction 
and the wish to move.... As satisfaction decreases the 
increasing proportion who expressed a wish to move are at first 
gradual. However, as satisfaction approaches and falls below 
the point where respondents are on the average neither 
satisfied nor dissatisfied, the increases in the proportion who 
expressed a wish to move became more rapid. These results are 
consistent with the view that there is a threshold for 
residential satisfaction such that people begin to consider 
moving when their level of satisfaction falls below the 
threshold (p. I8l). 
Morris, Crull, and Winter (1976) developed a model of residential 
mobility which is built upon structure-function and systems concepts. 
When housing falls to meet the norms of the household (which are 
primarily determined by societal norms) the household is in 
disequilibrium. It attests to bring its situation back into equilibrium 
by making adjustments either in the housing or in the household. 
If the family's housing fails to meet their normatively derived 
needs, a normative housing deficit is said to exist. If the 
deficit is both perceived and salient, dissatisfaction would be 
high and a propensity to reduce the deficit would develop (p. 
309). 
The uniqueness of this model is in the introduction of housing norms 
as a key concept. Three broad-range housing norms are identified from 
the literature; ownership, single-family detached structure type, and 
siifficient indoor space, primarily bedroom space. A normative deficit is 
defined as 
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the departure of the current dwelling from one of those three 
cultural norms and/or a family norm related to the same 
attribute (Morris et al., 1976). 
Whereas Pickvance (1974) included tenure as an intervening variable 
between household characteristics and mobility, Morris et al. (1976) 
attribute its influence to be that of a housing deficit, 
that is renters' housing deviates from the cultural norm for 
owner occupancy, and hence renters are likely to be 
dissatisfied and desire to move in order to achieve ownership 
(p. 311). 
The model incorporates the ideas of Rossi (1955) and Speare (1974) 
that housing dissatisfaction is a determinant of mobility. Morris et al. 
(1976) hypothesize that households with normative housing deficits 
experience dissatisfaction with their housing which leads to mobility. 
Household characteristics are included in the model as exogenous 
variables. Although Morris et al. (1976) endorse the idea that family 
life cycle is a determinant of mobility because of changing household 
needs, they see those changing household needs as causing normative 
deficits. 
Morris et al. (1976) do not have actual mobility included in the 
model because the data used do not include moving behavior (panel data 
are required to test actual mobility). The number of months married is 
the indicator used for stage in the family life cycle. 
Path analysis was used to test the relationships among the variables 
in the model (Morris et al., 1976). Normative housing deficits serve as 
an intervening variable between the exogenous variables and housing 
satisfaction. Normative housing deficits and housing satisfaction 
intervene between most of the exogenous variables and desired mobility. 
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The variables that had the strongest effect on desired mobility are 
neigiborhood satisfaction and housing satisfaction. Lower satisfaction 
results in a higher propensity to move. The variable with the strongest 
. effect on expected mobility is the desire to move. The deficit variable 
that measures renters' wish to own has a strong direct effect on mobility 
expectations. 
Crull (1979) was the first to test the model with the addition of 
actual mobility as the dependent variable. Housing deficits, housing 
satisfaction, neighborhood satisfaction, and propensity to move were 
tested as intervening variables to mobility. Mobility was hypothesized 
to have a direct effect on propensity to move. Both housing satisfaction 
and neighborhood satisfaction were hypothesized to be negatively related 
to propensity to move. Housing deficits, a determinant of satisfaction, 
was operational ized as the nunber of deviations the household had from 
its reported family norms. The norms and conditions measured were 
tenure, structure-type, number of bedrooms, and expenditures. Housing 
satisfaction and neighborhood satisfaction both had the hypothesized 
effects on propensity to move, although the effect of neighborhood 
satisfaction was weak. Crull (1979) concludes that "housing and 
neighborhood satisfaction have different effects on propensity to move" 
(p. 85). 
Housing deficits and neighborhood satisfaction were found to have 
significant effects on housing satisfaction. Household characteristics 
were conceptualized as cœistraints which determine whether households can 
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achieve normative housing. The household characteristics measured were 
income, household size, age of the household head, education, and sex of 
the household head. The household variables appear to have constraining 
influences on the other endogenous variables. 
Morris and Winter (1978) further develop the idea of housing 
constraints in the mobility model. Constraints are defined as 
factors that restrict a family's ability to engage in housing 
adjustment behavior. Constraints may involve intrafamilial 
strengths and weaknesses in problem solving, economic, social 
and political barriers, and attractive features of the current 
dwelling (p. 80). 
The role of constraints is described by Morris and Winter (1978); 
A propensity to engage in residential mobility. . . appears to 
develop in stages. The progression is from deficit to 
dissatisfaction, to a desire to reduce the deficit by means of 
a specific behavior, to an expectation of the occurrence of the 
behavior itself. At each stage constraints operate to prevent 
some families from proceeding to the next stage (p. 168). 
Constraints can either originate within the household, such as 
family resource constraints, or be inposed by the environment by 
limitations in the housing stock or market constraints. Lack of 
sufficient income, whether due to age, disability, unenployment, 
household size or composition is the primary family resource constraint. 
Other household constraints may be physical limitations of the household 
menbers that result from age, disability, or lack of skills in basic home 
maintenance. 
Some of the constraint variables have never been fully 
operationalized. Income is sometimes used as a resource constraint as is 
sex of the head of the household (because female-headed households often 
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have fewer resources). Discrimination, a market constraint, can be 
operationalized by using race of the household head when the data Include 
sufficient minority households to permit analysis. Because the 
correlations between moving desires, moving expectations, and actual 
mobility are less than perfect, it seems likely that constraints are 
operating on the household that inçinge on its ability to carry through 
with the desired behavior. 
Much of the research of the past decade has built on the models and 
findings of Rossi (1955), Pickvance (1973). Speare (1974), and Morris and 
Winter (1978). The models have been expanded to include other variables. 
More recent findings are discussed in the following section. 
Determinants of residential mobility 
Housing deficits Memken (1984) used a normative bedroom deficit, 
tenure deficit, and structure type deficit as the intervening variables 
between household characteristics and mobility. The moving behavior 
variable was differentiated into first move after marriage, second move, 
third move, and fourth or more moves. Memken (1984) found that the 
independent deficit variables have differing effects on different ordered 
moves. Bedroom deficits do not have significant effects on the first 
move after marriage, but have strong relationships with the second move. 
Tenure deficit and structure-type deficit (i.e., not having an owned 
single-family dwelling) have significant relationships with each ordered 
move, reinforcing the previous research which found tenure to to have a 
significant effect on mobility. 
.Gladhart (1973) also used a normative deficit" concept in 
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construction of an index defining the nuntoer of bedrooms needed for the 
size, age, and sex conposition of the household.- Goodman (1976) used a 
similar approach in constructing an index for the required number of 
rooms for the size, age, and sex conposition of the households. This 
variable did not have a strong relationship with satisfaction or moving 
behavior (Goodman, 1976). 
Duncan and Newman (1975) used 2 variables that are conceptually 
similar to deficits: housing and neighborhood problems. They did not 
find a relationship between problems and mobility. Varady (1983) tested 
a model in which perceived housing problems and perceived neighborhood 
problems are tested as intervening between housing characteristics and 
mobility. However, the perceived problems did not contribute to the 
explanation of mobility (Varady, 1983). Clark (1982) observes that "it 
may be the perception of problems, rather than the problems themselves, 
which are critical factors in mobility." 
Using an economic perspective, Goodman (1976) and Onaka and Clark 
(1983) constructed variables to measure the "housing consumption 
disequilibrium" for households. Goodman (1976) conceives of 
housing-consumption disequilibrium as being the difference between a 
preferred level of housing consumption and the actual level of housing 
consumption. He operationalizes the variable as being the difference 
between a group norm and the actual condition. He found that the housing 
disequilibrium variables added little to the prediction of mobility. 
However, Onaka and Clark (1983) found that a disequilibrium model using 
several housing attributes was a better model of residential mobility 
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than those which Include only household characteristics. 
Some research has investigated the relationship between not. having 
enough space and mobility. Duncan and Newman (1975) found that 
a family that did not have as many rooms as Its family size 
required was significantly more likely to fulfill its mobility 
expectations than if it had sufficient ^ ace (p. 115). 
Clark and Onaka (1985) and Clark, Deurloo, and Dieleman (1984) found that 
the desire for wore space had a strong effect on mobility. 
Although the normative tenure deficit has not often been 
conceptualized as a predictor, tenure has been included in many models 
predicting residential mobility (Duncan and Newman, 1975; Goodman, 1976; 
Kendlg, 1984; Landale and Guest, 1985; Stokols and Shumaker, 1982; 
Golant, 1982; Hourihan, 1984; Clark et al, 1984; Varady, 1983; Clark and 
Onaka, 1985). Homeownershlp is widely regarded as a tenure norm (Kendlg, 
1984; Tremblay, 1981 ; Memken, 1984; Morris and Winter, 1978; Michelson, 
1977; Hohm, 1983; Crull, 1979; Dlllman, Tremblay, and Dillman, 1979) and 
renting has significant effects on mobility (Menken, 1984; Michelson, 
1980; Landale and Guest, 1985; Michelson, 1977; Varady, 1983). Kendlg 
(1984) states that "once ownership is achieved it is seldom relinquished 
unless forced by dissolution of the family unit" (p. 276). However 
Landale and Guest (1985) and Michelson (1980) have found its influence on 
mobility as being direct rather than indirect through satisfaction. 
Michelson (1977) explored the.relationship between housing type 
(apartment or single-family dwelling), satisfaction, and moving behavior. 
He found little dissatisfaction with housing among apartment dwellers 
although higher levels of satisfaction were expressed among residents of 
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single-family dwellings. A much larger proportion of apartment dwellers 
reported that they would move in the next five years than did residents 
of detached houses. Michelson (1977) attributes this difference not to 
lower satisfaction levels of the apartment dwellers but to the fact that 
they view apartmait living as an "interim accommodation." More apartment 
dwellers "saw future moves as a function of a desired change in housing 
type or tenure" (p. 295). It is Michelson's conclusion that vrtiile 
apartment living is not the most desired housing arrangement, apartment 
dwellers consider it a satisfactory tenporary arrangement. 
Housing structure type (detached single-family vs. multi-family 
structures) and tenure are strongly interconnected in the Ifciited States 
(Tremblay, 1981) so that the desire for a detached single-family dwelling 
is sometimes viewed as a desire for ownership (Clark, 1982). In a study 
of housing in Sweden, where structure type and tenure are less strongly 
interrelated, Michelson (1980) found that the "aspiration for detached 
houses does not reflect the economic aspects of home ownership" (p. 94). 
Residential satisfaction The research on residential satisfaction 
can be divided, into two types; that lAiich analyzes predictors of 
residential satisfaction as a dependent variable and residential 
dissatisfaction as an intervening variable to mobility. Variables found 
to have consistently significant relationships with satisfaction are age 
(Danes and Morris, 1986; Crull, 1986; Coveney and Rudd, 1986; Golant, 
1982; Varady, 1983), home ownership (Wiiteford 1985; Crull, 1986; Lane 
and Kinsey, 1980; Danes and Morris, 1986; Varady, 1983; Pickvance, 197%; 
Fried, 1982), and length of residence (Van Arsdol, 1968; Goodman, 1976; 
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Marans and Rodgers, 1975; Kasarda and Janowitz, 1974; Golant, 1982). 
When housing quality variables are used to predict satisfaction, it 
is sometimes found that a positive correlation still remains between age 
and satisfaction or between some disadvantaged group and satisfaction 
despite low quality housing. The phenomenon is explained by Fried 
(1982); "Most people probably become habituated or desensitized to 
sources of dissatisfaction and stress" (p. Ill) and Golant (1982); "The 
dwelling assessment of old people may be as much a product of their 
perceived life situation as it is a product of a dwelling's observable, 
objective conditions" (p. 132). However, Whiteford (1985) found that 
older people were not more satisfied with their housing than younger 
people after controlling for tenure. 
Fairchild and Tucker (1982) observe that "discriminated groups 
'scale down' their aspirations and therefore tend to provide survey 
results that indicate contentment" (p. 68). Morris and Winter (1978) 
provide an explanation that centers on the role of constraints; 
There is a tendency, however, for low-income families to be 
satisfied with housing that has more deficits than 
middle-income families would tolerate. Low income acts as a 
constraint in that poor families cannot obtain nondeficit 
housing. In addition, it acts to lower expectations and therby 
reduces the effect of income-caused deficits on satisfaction. 
The latter partially or conçletely offsets the potential need 
for more frequent housing adjustment by lower-income families 
to be satisfied with less than optimum housing conditions (p. 
69). 
Mobility The aged are less mobile than the young, the educated 
move more often than the less educated, blacks and whites have about the 
same mobility rates but differing migration rates, renters are more 
likely to move than owners, and households with a history of many moves 
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continue to move more often than settled households (Shumaker and 
Stokols, 1982), However, these are zero-order relationships that c^  
often be explained by intervening variables. Housing satisfaction is 
hypothesized to intervene between housing characteristics, household 
characteristics and propensi^  to move (Morris and Winter, 1978). 
Althougi dissatisfaction with housing has been conceptualized as 
predicting mobility, some researchers have found its role to be a weak 
one (Michelson, 1980; Landale and Guest, 1985; Varady, 1983). Others 
have found housing satisfaction and neighborhood satisfaction to have 
significant effects on propensity to move (Lam, 1985; Crull, 1979; Crull, 
1985). Conflicting results have been found in the relationship between 
renters, satisfaction, and mobility. Michelson (1977) found little 
difference between the satisfaction of owners and renters even though 
renters have higher mobility rates. However, Varady (1983) found that 
housing satisfaction had a significant effect on mobility for renters but 
not for owners. Hanushek and Quigley (1978) found that it was not the 
absolute level of dissatisfaction which had an effect on mobility 
but a change in housing dissatisfaction. Clark and Onaka (1983) observe 
that: "the effect of a given stimulus on the mobility decision decays 
with time" (p. 56). 
Housing dissatisfaction is not linked to mobility when the mobility 
is the result of household formation or dissolution. Kendig (1984) found 
that 
43Î of movers have experienced changes which virtually require 
moves but do not necessarily involve any dissatisfaction with 
the previous dwelling (p. 274). 
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Studies of actual mobility require panel data or mobility history 
data. Landale and Guest (1985), Morris, CruU and Winter (1976), Crull 
(1979), Duncan and Newman (1975), and Pickvance (197%) measured 
propensity or expectations of mobility. A number of researchers have 
found high correlations between moving propensity or expectations and 
actual mobility (Landale and CSiest, 1985; Crull, 1979; Onaka and Clark, 
1983; Stokols and Schumaker, 1982; Michelson, 1980). However, all have 
found the correlation to be much lower than a one-to-me correspondence. 
Landale and Guest (1985) found satisfaction to be significantly related 
to "thoughts of moving" but weakly related to actual mobility. A 
household may express a wish to move but not move because constraints 
impinge upon the household's ability to move. 
Constraints Landale and Guest (1985) list several conditions 
that may constrain a family from moving: lack of resources such as time, 
money and knowledge of opportunities, commitment to the imnediate locale, 
and inertia. They test the hypothesis that "the old would have lower 
mobility than the young, within similar levels of satisfaction, because 
of [constraints]" (p. 203). From their investigation of moving behavior 
in Chinatown, San Francisco, Loo and Mar (1982) conclude that "Among 
those vrtio are disadvantaged by standards of income, education, age or 
language skills, negative assessment of one's place may not be correlated 
with the wish to leave if mobility is perceived to be severely 
constrained" (p. 98). 
Clark and Onaka (1985)- conceptualize that the institutions operating 
in the housing market and inertia cunong long-term dwellers are 
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constraints. Kasarda and Janowitz (1974) attribute the behavior of 
long-term dwellers to higher satisfaction due to greater attachment and 
social bonds. However, Fried (1982) found that "social relationships and 
interpersonal variables account for little of the variance in residential 
satisfaction" (p. 115). 
In investigating the relationship between tenure and income, Kendig 
(1984) concludes that, it is economic constraints that prevent 
homeownership. Supporting this, other studies have found that 
female-headed households (Winter and Morris, 1982) and low-incoss 
households (Morris et al., 1984) are less likely to achieve normative 
housing. Hughes (1980) shows that it is becoming increasingly necessary 
for households to have two incomes to afford to own a house. Hughes 
(1980) discusses the constraining effects of inflation, high interest 
rates, and built-up equity on mobility. 
Interaction among the variables Hourihan (1984) found that 
different types of neighborhoods have different sources of residential 
satisfaction. Onaka and Clark (1983) found significant interactions 
between age of the head of the household and household size and also 
between household size and the number of rooms. The prediction of 
mobility and satisfaction may be inproved by testing for interactions 
with other variables. 
Theoretical Model 
The housing adjustment model used in this dissertation revolves 
around the idea of normative deficits (Morris and Winter, 1978). The 
model is a causal one that proposes that it is not housing conditions 
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that cause households to be satisfied or dissatisfied with their housing, 
but the deviation of the conditions from the norms. 
Morris and Winter (1978), Dillman, Tremblay and Dillman (1979), 
Lindamood and Hanna (1979), Crull (1979), and Memken (1984) propose that 
society sanctions housing; i.e., there are certain housing conditions 
that are most acceptable and households that attain these housing nœms 
are rewarded with positive sanctions. The norms that are best understood 
are those dealing with structure-type, tenure, number of bedrooms, and 
amount and type of outdoor space. Norms that are less well-understood 
probably exist that deal with housing quality, space, expenditures, and 
nei^ borhood. 
Morris and Winter (1978) conceptualize that through socialization, 
members of society learn the norms for housing and integrate them into 
their personal or household normative structure. When households make 
housing decisions, they aspire to acquire housing that meets the norms. 
If they attain the desired housing, then housing deficits do not exist. 
However, constraints may prevent the household from meeting Its housing 
norms and the result is one or more housing deficits. 
If the housing deficit is perceived and salient, stress may result 
which is manifested in lowered satisfaction with .the dwelling. 
Constraints may intervene, however. Some households may have had such 
long-term (chronic) housing deficits that they may have adapted their 
housing norms so that they are no longer dissatisfied. It may be that 
the housing has other amenities (such as being in a good neighborhood or 
close to work) which make up for the deficits. 
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When dissatisfaction in the household occurs, the household is out 
of equilibrium. When a household is out of equilibrium, it atten^ ts to 
bring the system back into equilibrium (Sztompka, 1973). That is, it 
takes some action intended to remove the disequilibrium and restore 
satisfaction. There are several alternative procedures that households 
may use to correct housing deficits. Two of the alternatives involve 
adjustments in housing: they can make some changes to the dwelling they 
are currently living in or they can move to another dwelling (Morris and 
Winter, 1978). The model tested in this dissertation focuses on moving 
as an adjustment mechanism. 
Morris, Winter and Crull (1976) propose that propensity to move 
intervenes between the housing dissatisfaction and the moving behavior. 
Propensity to move can take several forms from only having thought about 
moving (low propensity) to making specific plans to move (high 
propensity). Constraints may intervene so that households that are 
dissatisfied and may have thought of moving do not progress to making 
moving plans. Perhaps discrimination makes it inçossible or more 
expensive to find better housing for households of certain racial or 
ethnic groups. However, in the absence of constraints, it is predicted 
that a high propensity to move leads to mobility. 
Constraints are the conditions, within the household and outside the 
household, which may prevent the household from removing deficits. 
Morris and Winter (1985) propose five types of constraints: 
predispositions, resource, organization, market, and discrimination 
constraints. Predispositions may include such personal factors as would 
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change the household housing norms—for exançle, a couple who dislikes 
yard work and exterior maintenance so much, that they would choose a 
structure type, such as a townhouse, where they would not be responsible 
for performing those chores. • Resource constraints are family resources, 
i.e., income, savings, physical disabilities, or skills. Households 
without sufficient resources may not be able to adjust their housing to 
meet their need. 
Organization constraints are also intrafamily constraints, for 
example, an authoritarian family structure may exist where the husband 
makes the decisions and the housing deficits are not salient for him. 
This type of household may not move because of the organization of the 
household decision-making subsystem. Market constraints include prices, 
housing supply, condition of the stock, money supply and interest rates, 
and discriminatory practices. Where the available housing supply 
barely meets the needs of the population, hous^ olds have few choices of 
dwellings that meet their needs. Discrimination is a type of market 
constraint that affects access to the market or prices. Various 
components of the housing industry (landlords, real estate agents, home 
sellers, and financial institutions) may discriminate against certain 
segments of the population based on race, ethnicity, sex, or age (Morris 
and Winter, 1985). 
Some households, such as farm households, have their dwelling place 
physically attached to their workplace. These households may have a 
lower propensity to move than other households .irtien their housing is out 
of adjustment with their family needs. It may be that these households 
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have a higher propensity to alter their dwellings by remodeling or 
building additions on to the present dwelling. 
The model is based on a systems or structure-function framework. 
The household is considered to be a system that is organized to pursue 
goals that will lead to satisfaction. The household is in interaction 
with its environment but has a boundary that separates it from the 
environment. Changes in the household lead to changes in its interaction 
with the environment. For example, the birth of a new baby may cause 
the household to have a bedroom deficit which may lead to dissatisfaction 
and a propensity to move. At this point the household interacts with the 
housing market (part of the environment) to obtain different housing. 
Certain assunçtions are made about the model (Morris and Winter, 
1985). The first assumption is that the variables have reached an 
equilibrium. This assumption precludes incorporating households that 
have recently moved and whose attitudes toward their dwellings have not 
yet stabilized into the analysis. The second assumption is that the 
household knows and understands the cultural norms of the society. This 
assumption may eliminate some recent immigrants from nonwestern countries 
that may not have yet incorporated the cultural norms of the U.S. into 
their family normative structure. Another assumption is that the members 
of the household agree on the norms. And it is assumed that the mobility 
behavior is voluntary and not the result of eviction. 
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CHAPTER 2 METHODS 
This chapter contains a description of the data, the measurement of 
the variables, and the analysis used to test the hypotheses. Data from 
two surveys are used and analyzed separately. The analyses are conçared 
to try to better understand how well the model is supported in different 
samples. 
The Data 
The first survey used was conducted in the fall of 1985 in 6 states 
of the North Central Region. Five hundred six interviews were obtained 
in small towns of less than 20,000 population and in rural areas. The 
purpose of the survey is to collect information about housing decisions 
made by households in rural areas. The states surveyed were Iowa, 
Nebraska, Missouri, Illinois, Wisconsin, and Minnesota. That study will 
be referred to as the Regional Study in this dissertation. 
An assunçtion of the housing adjustment model is that the variables 
are in a state of equilibrium (Morris and Winter, 1985). Households 
ïrtiich have recently moved may not have stabilized in their attitudes 
toward their dwellings. Therefore, households that had moved within the 
last year were removed from the analysis reducing the sangsle size of the 
Regional data to 449 cases. Missing cases were not a problem with the 
Regional data. All variables that had fewer than 10 percent missing 
cases were assigned to the mean (or mode for dichotomous variables). 
Only the income variable had more than 10 percent missing cases and these 
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were estimated using regression. Variables that are highly correlated 
with income were entered into a regression of income. The resulting 
coefficients were used in an equation to compute income for the cases 
with missing values. 
The second survey to be analyzed was conducted in 1976 in the 
six-county area surrounding Fort Dodge, Iowa. All of the communities 
with populations over 2000, including Fort Dodge (population 35,000), and 
a sample of communities of less than 2000 population were surveyed. The 
data consist of 1267 interviews. However, in this analysis, the data 
from Fort Dodge are excluded to make the two samples more cos^ arable in 
terms of the population sacpled. The purpose of the survey is to conduct 
an assessment of the housing needs and conditions in small towns in Iowa 
(Morris and Winter, 1977). That survey will be referred to as the Rural 
Development Study. 
Missing cases were a slightly greater problem with the Rural 
Development data. Missing data for all variables with less than 10 
percent missing data were assigned to the mean or mode. Missing data for 
income were estimated using regression when appropriate. For some cases, 
however, sufficient information was not available to estimate missing 
income. These cases were removed from the sample. Unfortunately, the 
interviewers indicated that the cases with missing data do not fall in 
the full range of income from the population but are from the higher 
income groups. Therefore, removing these cases means that the higher 
income groups are not fully represented. However, less than 10 percent 
of the sample was removed for missing data. Recent movers were also 
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removed from the analysis reducing the sample size of the Rural 
Development study to 708 cases. 
The Variables 
The two data sets contain exact duplicates of most variables used 
and very similar items for other variables. The operationalization of 
the variables is the same except where differences are reported. 
Household Characteristics 
The household characteristics are conceptualized as resource 
constraints in this analysis. They are income, education of the 
household head, age of the household head, household size, and sex of the 
household head. In both surveys, an adult member was surveyed from each 
household. When there was more than one adult in the household, either 
was surveyed. If a male adult was present in the household, he was 
listed as the household head and his education and sex were used. If a 
female was the only adult in the household, her data were recorded for 
the household head. 
Income was measured by a series of questions about the amount 
received from various sources in each study. In the Rural Development 
Study, the income sources were wages and salaries, rents and investments, 
social security, disability, and pensions, workmen's condensation or 
unemployment, welfare or ADC, and child support, alimony or inheritance. 
In the Regional Study, the sources were wages and salaries, farming or 
market gardening, rental, business, professional practice, trade, roomers 
or boarders, investments, social security, disability, other retirement 
and disability, unenployment or workmen's compensation, welfare, alimony, 
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child support, and gifts. In each case, the data were to include all 
income for the family and not just that of the household head. The 
amounts from all of the sources were added to form a continuous income 
variable. The income variable in the Rural Development data is total 
income divided by 100. 
The education of the household head is recorded as the number of 
years of schooling completed and is a continuous variable. The sex of 
the housdiold head is coded 1 for single males and households with 
couples present and 0 for single female heads. 
Other household characteristics are the age of the household head, 
coded in years as a continuous variable, and household size, coded as the 
number of persons residing in the household at the time of the interview. 
The means and standard deviations of the housdiold characteristic 
variables are shown in Table 1. With the exception of income, the means 
and standard deviations are similar for the two data sets. The data for 
income would not be expected to be similar given inflation rates during 
the ten intervening years. Because sex of the head of the household is 
a dichotomous variable, the mean is the proportion of households that are 
headed by couples or single males. It is especially remarkable that the 
means of age of the head of the household are so similar because the data 
were collected nearly 10 years apart. 
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Table 1. Means and standard deviations of the exogenous variables 
Rural data Regional data 
Variables Mean Std.dev. Mean Std.dev. 
Age of head 53.35 18.98 53.29 17.99 
Education 11:37 2:96 11.81 3:01 
Sex of head • .77 .42 • .83 .37 
Household size 2.76 1.55 2.72 1.43 
Income 120.59 87.00 22680 15637" 
n 708 449 
In the Rural Development data community size is used as an exogenous 
variable. Housdiolds from cities of fewer than 1000 residents are coded 
1, cities of less than 2500 are coded 2, cities of less than 5000 are 
coded 3. and cities of 5000 or more are coded 4. The frequency 
distribution is shown in Table 2. 
Table 2. Frequency distribution of community size 
Community size Code Frequency Percent' 
999 or less 1 72 10.2 
100Q to 2499 2 321 45.3 
2500 to 4999 3 211 29.8 
5000 or more 4 104 14.7 
The Regional data include a dichotomous variable coded 1 for 
households living on a farm with one or more members whose principal 
occupation is farming or vàio receives farm income. The definition used 
does not include farmers who live in towns or nonfarmers living in farm 
houses. The definition is used because it is thought that when farmers' 
housing is attached to the land that is being farmed, decisions regarding 
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mobility are based on factors other than housing conditions to a greater 
degree than they are for households with housing that is not physically 
attached to the workplace. Only 69 households (15 percent of the sanple) 
are farm households. 
Housing deficits 
Housing deficits are defined as the difference between cultural 
norms and housing conditions. The cultural norms of interest are 
structure type, tenure, and number of bedrooms. The structure norm is 
measured by the following question: "What do you think would be the best 
kind of housing for the average American family?" The responses provided 
in the interview are single-family house, duplec or two-family home, 
multiple dwelling of 3 or more units (apartments), rowhouse or townhouse, 
or a mobile home. Similar responses are provided for the conditions 
question which asked the respondent which type of structure best 
describes the current dwelling. 
The tenure norm was measured by the following question: "Which of 
the following would be the best ownership arrangement for the average 
American family?" The responses provided in the interview are 
conventional ownership, condominium ownership, cooperative ownership, and 
rental. The conditions variable is measured by asking the respondent to 
describe the ownership arrangement of the current dwelling. 
The bedrooms norm was assessed by asking; "How many bedrooms do you 
feel the average American family of the same size, sex and ages as your 
family needs?" Conditions were assessed by asking how many bedrooms were 
in the dwelling. 
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The data for the structure type were coded 1 for single-family 
dwelling and 0 for all other types. Tenure norms and conditions were 
coded 1 for conventional ownership, 0 for rental and nonconventional 
ownership, and bedroom norms and conditions were coded as the number 
given on each question. Only negative deficits. Type III deficits as 
defined by Morris and Winter ( 1978), were calculated. Households living 
in nons ingle-family dwellings but having single-family dwelling norms are 
coded 1 for the structure deficit, all others are coded 0. Households 
living in rented dwellings but reporting norms for ownership norms are 
coded 1 for tenure deficit, all others are coded 0. Households that do 
not have as many bedrooms as the reported norms prescribe are coded as 
having a bedroom deficit. The distributions of the conditions, norms, 
and deficit variables are shown in Tables A1-A3 in the Appendix. 
For part of the analysis, the three deficit variables are added to 
form a scale of the number of deficits for each household. The range of 
the scale is from 0 to 3- The mean number of deficits is 0.40 in the 
Regional data and 0.45 in the Rural Development data. 
Housing satisfaction 
Housing satisfaction is measured with multiple indicators. The 
Regional Study asked the question: "How satisfied or dissatisfied are 
you with each of the following characteristics of your dwelling?" The 
items were measured on a 7-point scale: l-Extremely dissatisfied, 
2»Dissatisfied, 3-SomeiAat dissatisfied, 4-Mixed, 5"Somewhat satisfied, 
6"Satisfled, 7=Extremely satisfied. The satisfaction items are the size 
of your lot, the number of rooms in your dwelling, the number of bedrooms 
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you have, the floor plan of your dwelling, the physical condition of the 
interior of your dwelling, the appearance of the interior of your 
dwelling, and your overall housing situation. 
In the Rural Development Survey the items are prefaced with the 
question: "Please indicate your feelings about your present situation 
with one of the following answers: 1-Very dissatisfied, 2-Dissatisfied, 
3"Satisfied, 4»Very satisfied." The housing satisfaction items are: the 
size of your lot, the number of rooms in your dwelling, the number of 
bedrooms you have, the floor plan of your house, the physical condition 
of your house, the style or design of your house, and your housing 
in general. The means and standard deviations for the satisfaction 
variables are shown in Table A4 in the Appendix. 
Neighborhood satisfaction 
Neighborhood satisfaction was measured the same way as housing 
satisfaction in each study, with the exception that neighborhood 
satisfaction items are measured on a 5-point scale in the Rural 
Development Study and on a 7-point scale in the Regional Study. The 
neighborhood items on each questionnaire were similarly worded and . 
include satisfaction with the location of your home, the neighbors, the 
condition of nearby housing, and general neighborhood satisfaction. 
The eleven satisfaction items representing both housing satisfaction 
and neighborhood satisfaction were entered into a factor analysis'. The 
nunber of factors was constrained to be 2. Maximum Likelihood was used 
to extract the factors and Varimax factor rotation was used to assess the 
factors. The rotated factor loadings of the variables from each data set 
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are shown in Table 3. 
Table 3- Rotated factor loading of satisfaction variables 
Regional data Rural data 
Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 1 Factor 2 
Satisfaction with: 
1. Size of lot .25 .25 .39 .15 
2. Number of rooms .59 .08 .68 .15 
3. Number of bedrooms ;54 ;12 .65 .12 
4. Floor plan .66 .17 ;68 .09 
5. Interior condition :76 .09 .62 .17 
6. Interior appearance .75 .09 .71 .14 
7. Overall housing .68 .•21 .49 .21 
8. Location of house ;20 .47 .27 .44 
9. Nearby housing ;06 .47 .13 .52 
10. lîie nei^ bors .08 .78 .04 .67 
11. Overall neighborhood .11 .89 .17 .60 
On the basis of the theoretical constructs and the additional-
information provided by the factor analysis, two scales were constructed 
adding items 2 through 7 for the housing satisfaction scale and items- 8 
through n for the neighborhood satisfaction scale. Satisfaction with 
the size of the lot was eliminated because of its ambiguous factor 
loadings. 
The range of each satisfaction item is from 1 to 4 for the housing 
satisfaction items and 1 to 5 for the neighborhood satisfaction items in 
the Rural Development sanple and from 1 to 7 on all items in the Regional 
data. Therefore, the means for the scales are very different. The mean 
for the housing satisfaction scale from the Rural Development sanple is 
18.66 and from the Regional data is 32.76. The mean for the nei^ borhood 
satisfaction scale is 15.7 from the Rural Development data and 23.48 from 
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the Regional data. 
. The reliability of the neighborhood satisfaction and housing 
satisfaction scales was analyzed. The alpha coefficient for the 
neighborhood satisfaction scale was .65 for the Rural Development data 
and .74 for the Regional data. The alpha coefficient for the housing 
satisfaction scale is .81 for the Rural Development data and .82 for the 
Regional data. • 
Propensity to move 
Propensity to move is a scale created from responses to a series of 
questions about the households' propensity to move within the next year. 
Households are coded 0 if they have never thought of moving, 1 if they 
have considered moving, 2 if they would desire to move, 3 if they expect 
to move, and ^  if they have definite plans to move. Households that 
indicate that they are considering or planning a move out of their 
present county are coded to 0 because their moving plans fall into the 
category of migration rather than mobility. The distribution of 
responses is shown in Table 4. 
Table 4. Percentage distribution of responses to 
propensity to move 
Code Rural data Regional data 
Never thought of moving 0 74.2% 73.1% 
Considered moving 1 14.7 15.8 . 
Desire to move 2 4.7 8.5 
Expect to move 3 4.4 1:6 
Plan to move 1» 2.1 1.1 
The matrices of the Pearson Product-Moment correlations appear in 
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Tables 5 and 6. Multicolllnearity does not appear to be an obvious 
problem among the variables of either data set. Preliminary analysis 
indicates that age of the hous^ old head has a curvilinear relationship 
with propensity to move.- The square of age of the household head is 
entered with the age variable in some regressions to decrease the 
problems of curvilinearity. The problem of multicollinearity between the 
two age variables is decreased by subtracting the mean of age before 
squaring. 
Table 5. Pearson correlation coefficient matrix of Regional data 
1 2 3 1» 5 6 7 8 9 10 
1 Educ .41 .09 -.38 .23 -.03 -.03 -.03 -.05 .08 
2 Income ;31 -.29 ;3i .07 -.05 ;03 ;09 .04 
3 Sex — 
-.27 .38 .14 -.12 .06 -.08 .07 
4 Age 
-.54 -.09 -.19 .10 :25 -.27 
5 Household size .11 ;01 -.01 -.26 .20 
6 Farmers -.02 .08 
-;i3 -.07 
7 Deficits scale -.09 -.22 .17 
8 Neighborhood satisfaction — .29 -.12 
9 Housing satisfaction -.27 
10 Propensity to nœve 
Table 5. Pearson correlation coefficient matrix of Rural 
Development data 
1 2 • 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
1 Educ —^  .38 .13 -.44 .26 .01 .00 .04 .09 .10 
2 Income .30 -.28 .33 -.13 -.14 .00 .08 .05 
3 Sex — 
-.34 .41 -.08 -.16 -.01 -.03 .08 
4 Age 
-.53 ;10 -.08 .09 .15 -.20 
5 Household size — -.08 -.07 -.01 -.07 .04 
6 Community size ' .00 .15 .11 .13 
7 Deficits scale — -.08 
-.23 .23 
8 Neighborhood satisfaction .35 -.05 
9 Housing satisfaction . -;22 
10 Propensity to move 
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Method of Analysis 
Ordinary least squares regression is used to test the effects of the 
exogenous variables on the endogenous variables. The effects to be 
tested are: 
1) Housing satisfaction has a negative effect on propensity to 
move. 
2) Neighborhood satisfaction has a negative effect on propensity to 
move. 
3) Neighborhood satisfaction has a positive effect on housing 
satisfaction. 
4) The number of housing deficits has a negative effect on housing 
satisfaction. 
5) The constraint variables, income, education, age, household 
size, and sex of the head of the household have effects on the 
number of deficits and on the propensity to move. 
6) The size of community has unknown effects on propensity to move. 
7) Farm households have a lower propensity to move than do non-farm 
households. 
Onaka and Clark (1983), Morris, Winter, and Sward (1985), and 
others have found significant interactions among the independent 
variables in their effects on the dependent variables. Interactions that 
might be interesting to pursue are those between sex and age of the head 
of the household in their effect on satisfaction, farmers and their 
housing satisfaction on propensity to move, and community size and 
neighborhood satisfaction and their effect on propensity to move. 
Significant interaction coefficients indicate different regression slopes 
between the dependent variable and the covariate for each grouping of the 
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categorical variable. The equations to be tested in this model are: 
HQ • f(Age, Income, Housdiold size, Sex, Education, Community 
size or Farm) 
HS • f(Age, Income. Household size. Sex, Education, Community 
size or Farm, Bedroom deficit. Structure deficit. Tenure 
deficit. Neighborhood satisfaction) 
PM - fCAge, Income, Household size. Sex, Education, Community 
size or Farm, Bedroom deficit. Structure deficit. Tenure 
deficit, Neighborhood satisfaction, HS) 
where HD is a housing deficits scale 
HS is a housing satisfaction scale 
PM is a scale of propensity to move 
The statistics that are used to evaluate these equations Include the 
R-squared, which is the percentage of the variance in the dependent 
variable explained by the independent variables. The standardized 
regression coefficients can be used to assess the relative strength of 
the independent variables in predicting the dependent variables in each 
data set. The t-tests associated with the coefficients are used to 
assess the significance of the relationships. 
Analytical Considerations 
One focus of this analysis is to clarify some of the analytical 
issues encountered in thé model. Some issues that have often been 
ignored are the relationships among the conponents of the deficit 
variable and their interrelationships with satisfaction and propensity to 
move. Crull (1979) scaled the deficit variables by adding them together. 
Morris, Crull and Winter (1976) used them as separate variables in an 
analysis of satisfaction and propensity to move. This analysis examines 
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the relationships among the deficit variables and the dependent variables 
in more detail by entering the deficit variables as separate indicators 
in the regressions of housing satisfaction and propensity to move. They 
are used in some analyses to test interaction effects among the deficits. 
Another analytical issue involves the assus^ tlons regarding the 
distributions of the variables. Path analysis, lAilch is the method of 
analysis most often used to test the model (Crull, 1979; Morris, Crull, 
and Winter, 1976; Lam, 1986), depends on several assumptions to obtain 
unbiased estimators: 
1) The exogenous variables are independent of each other. 
2) The exogenous variables are measured without error. 
3) The error terms are normally, independently distributed with 
a mean of 0 and a variance equal to sigma-squared. 
4) The relationships among the variables are linear and 
additive. 
5) The variables are measured on a continuum. 
6) The residuals are uncorrelated with prior variables. 
7) The model is fully recursive (Kenney, 1979). 
Some of the assun^ tions are dependent on the distributions of the 
variables. In particular, the normality of the distribution of the error 
terms is dependent on the normal distribution of the dependent variables 
(Johnson and Wichern, 1982). Previous research has shown that the 
variables of most interest in the housing adjustment model are not 
normally distributed (Morris, Crull, and Winter, 1976; Crull, 1979). 
Actual mobility, for instance, is a dlchotomous variable. When a 
dependent variable is dlchotomous, ordinary least squares estimators can 
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no longer be considered unbiased because the relationships between the 
dependent and the independent variables may not be linear and additive 
and the error terms are not normally distributed. 
Propensity to move is also not normally distributed. The largest 
percentage of housdiolds do not have a propensity to move and the 
frequency distribution is skewed to the left. The error terms from a 
prediction equation containing variables with this type of distribution 
are not normally distributed (Johnson and Wichern, 1982). Because its 
distribution is so skewed, the propensity to move variable may be better 
analyzed as a dichotomous dependent variable. Logit regression and 
ordinary least squares regression are both used to analyze propensity to 
move. Logit is a class of log-linear models that is used when one 
variable is hypothesized to be dependent on the other variables (Norusis, 
1985). Log-linear regression is the preferred method of analysis using 
dichotomous dependent variables because no assumptions are required 
concerning the distribution of the variables. However, Hanna and 
Lindamood (1985) found little difference between analyses of a 
dichotomous dependent variable using ordinary least squares regression 
and logit. 
To better understand how the distribution of propensity to move 
affects the results of a regression analysis, it is divided into 3 
dichotomous variables: 1) moving thoughts, 2) moving desires, and 3) 
moving expectations. Twenty percent of the sample had thought about 
moving, eleven percent want to move, and six and one-half percent expect 
to move in the Rural data. For the Regional sample the percentages are 
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26.9, 11.1, and 2.7. Each dichotooous variable is separately analyzed as 
the dependent variable in a regression equation. Both ordinary least 
squares and logit analysis were used to assess the relationships among 
each of the 3 propensity variables and the independent variables. 
The deficit variables are dichotomous variables coded 1 when a 
deficit exists and 0 tdien it does not. The deficit variables have been 
added together in some analyses (Crull, 1979) to better approximate a 
normal distribution. Although theoretically, the deficit variables may 
be thought of as indicators of one concept, housing deficits, they may 
not ençirically have a common factor. Adding the variables together may 
mask the effects of individual deficits on the dependent variables as 
well as mask Interactions. 
In this analysis, the deficit variables are added together to form a 
scale when they are considered as dependent variables. In the 
regressions of satisfaction and propensity to move on the independent 
variables, the deficit variables are added to the equations first as a 
scale, and then as Individual items. The way the variables are 
constructed, however, households with bedroom deficits may also have 
tenure and/or structure deficits. To test interactive effects among the 
deficits, 7 new variables were constructed: a bedroom deficit only 
variable, a tenure deficit only variable, a structure deficit only 
variable, a bedroom and a tenure deficit combination variable, a bedroom 
and a structure deficit combination variable, a tenure and a structure 
deficit combination variable, and a variable of all three deficits. 
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Table 7. A typology of deficit types 
Deficit Characteristics Percentage 
Regional Rural 
No deficits Housing conditions meet norms. 69 66 
Bedroom only Fewer bedrooms than needed, 
tenure norm and structure norm 
are met. 
13 17 
Tenure only Residing in a rented unit but 
norm is for owned dwelling. 
Other norms met. 
6 5 
Structure only Residing in a nonsingle-family 
dwelling but norm is for a single-
family dwelling. Other norms met. 
5 2 
Bed. & tenure Residing in a rented dwelling 
without enough bedrooms. 
Structure norm met. (Exanple: 
rented house) 
2 3 
Bel. & struct. Residing in a nonsingle-family 
dwelling without enough bedrooms. 
Tenure norm met. (Exanple: a 
resident landlord of a duplex) 
2 2 
Ten. & struct. Residing in a rented nonsingle-
family dwelling but norm is for 
an owned single-family dwelling. 
Bedroom norm met. 
2 H 
All deficits Residing in a rented nonsingle-
family dwelling without enough 
bedrooms. 
1 1 
The base class is the households with no deficits and these 
households would be expected to have the highest satisfaction in this 
model. Each of the deficit variables is dichotomous and coded 0 if the 
deficit or deficit contoination is not present for the household and 1 if 
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the deficit is present. Coded in this way, each of the seven dummy 
variables is unique, i.e., no household may be in more than one group. 
Table 7 presents a summary of the dumny deficit variables and the 
percentage of housdiolds in each category. When the variables coded in 
this manner are entered into a regression equation, the hypothesis tested 
is whether the level of satisfaction is different for households having 1 
or more deficits than for households having no deficits. It is 
hypothesized that housdiolds with no deficits have the highest levels of 
satisfaction. 
CHAPTER 3 THE ANALYSIS 
The purpose of this chapter is to report the results of the 
analysis. The principle method of analysis is ordinary least squares 
regression. Two data sets are used to test the model. Results from the 
Regional sample are conçared to the results from the Rural Development 
sample. 
Regression analysis is used to assess the amount of variation in the 
dependent variables that is explained by the independent variables. Age 
of the head of the household and age-squared, household size, education 
of the head, type of household head, and income of the household are 
considered to be exogenous variables in the model. The farm variable is 
exogenous in the Regional sample and community size is exogenous in the 
Rural Development sançl'e. 
Regressions of three dependent variables are computed: 1) the 
number of housing deficits, 2) the level of housing satisfaction, and 3) 
the propensity to move. The R-squared indicates the percentage of 
variation in the dependent variable that is explained by all of the 
independent variables entered as a group. The F-test is a test of the 
significance of the R-squared and is considered significant if the 
probability is less than .05 The relative effect of each of the 
independent variables is assessed using the standardized Beta 
coefficients. Because the coefficients are standardized, the magnitude 
of each coefficient can be conpared to that of the others in the 
equation. A t-test is used to assess the significance of the Beta 
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coefficients. Betas are considered significant at a probability level of 
.05 or less. The results of the Regional data will be reported first 
followed by the results from the analysis of the Rural Development 
sample. The standardized coefficients cannot be conmared directly across 
the 2 samples, however, since the variances are not the same in the 2 
samples (Kim and Feree, 1981). 
Regional Sa#le 
Housing deficits 
The first dependent variable to be considered is the housing deficit 
scale. The 5 household characteristic variables, age squared, and the 
farm variable are entered as determinants of housing deficits. The 
results of the regression with the Regional data are shown in Table 8. 
Twelve percent of the variance in the number of housing deficits is 
explained by the exogenous variables as a group. The two age variables 
have significant coefficients and indicate that the number of housing 
deficits is curvilinear with age. Stimson, Carmines, and Zeller (1981) 
have developed a method for interpreting quadratic equations. Using the 
coefficients for both the linear term and the quadratic term the value of 
the independent variable which corresponds with the lowest (or highest) 
value of the dependent variable can be calculated. An inverse 
relationship is found between age and housing deficits for households 
with heads less than 55 years old. After age 55, the number of deficits 
increases slightly with age. 
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Households with no adult male present have more deficits than do 
households headed by couples or males. The number of deficits is 
negatively related to the education of the household head. The effect of 
both of these determinants, education and sex of the head of the 
household, would appear to be the effect of constraints. That is, 
households headed by single women and household heads with limited 
education may have resource constraints that would prevent them from 
attaining nondeficit housing. However, income does not have a 
significant relationship with the number of deficits. 
Table 8. Regression analysis of the deficit scale using the 
Regional data 
Independent variables b Beta t 
Farmers -.0359 -.02 -0.44 
Age of head -.0111 -;3i -5.46** 
Age-squared ;0004 ;21 4;44** 
Education of head -.0263 -;12 -2.33* 
Sex of head -.2266 -;13 -2.56* 
Household size -;0208 -.05 -0;82 
Household income .0000 .00 0.09 
Constant .7525 
R2 .12 
Adj. R2 .11 
F 8.95 
d.f. 7/441 
•Significant at .05 level. 
••Significant at .01 level. 
Housing Satisfaction 
One of the objectives of this dissertation is a better understanding 
of the deficit variables, how they affect satisfaction and propensity to 
45 
move, both as a group and as individual items. A regression equation of 
housing.satisfaction is cooputed with all of the independent variables 
except the deficit variables. The resulting regression coefficients are 
shown in the first three columns of Table 9. When the deficit scale is 
added to the equation, the R-squared is increased by a statistically 
significant amount to .25. The standardized regression coefficient is 
-.19. In the next step, the three deficits, bedroom deficit, structure 
deficit and tenure deficit, are entered into the regression equation as 
independent variables, replacing the deficit scale, to better assess 
their individual effects. The results are shown in the third, fourth, 
and fifth columns in Table 9. The R-squared is increased from .21 in the 
regression with no deficits to .29 which is a statistically significant 
increase. The conclusion to be drawn from the two methods of adding the 
deficits, as a scale or as a group of individual items, is that the 
deficit variables together significantly affect housing satisfaction. 
Further, the amount added to the R-squaired is greater using separate 
deficit measures. However, the individual t-tests indicate that of the 
three deficit variables, only bedroom deficit has a significant effect on 
housing satisfaction. That effect is negative, as hypothesized. 
Although housing deficits intervene between households 
characteristics and satisfaction to some extent, as evidenced in the 
decrease in the magnitude of the coefficients of age and household size 
between the two regressions, some effects of the household 
characteristics still remain. Households with a high level of 
neighborhood satisfaction have a high level of housing satisfaction as 
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well. Farmers and large households have lower satisfaction than do 
nonfarmers and small households. Households with higher incomes have 
higher satisfaction than lower-income housëiolds. 
Table 9. Regression analysis of housing satisfaction on 
independent variables using Regional data 
Independent variables b Beta t b Beta t 
Farmers -2.1644 -.13 -3.12** -1.9019 -.12 -2.86** 
Age of head 0.0422 .13 2;44** 0.0277 .08 1.60 
Age-squared 0.0001 .01 0.14 0:0009 .04 1.03 
Education of head -0.0662 
-.03 -0.70 -0.1520 -.08 7^ :66 
Sex of head -0.3330 -.02 -0.45 -0.8752 -.06 -1.22 
Housdiold size -0:9171 
-.23 -4:27** -0.7045 • -.17 -3.35** 
Household income 0.0001 ;22 4;41** 0.0001 :24 4.94** 
Neighborhood sat. 0.5602 .28 6:58** 0.5373 .27 6.60** 
Structure deficit 0.8689 .05 1.08 
Tenure deficit 0.4993 -.03 -0.62 
Bedroom deficit -4:3916 -.29 -6.89** 
Constant 19.1021 21.4511 
R2 
Adj. R2 
F 
d.f. 
.21 
;20 
14.99** 
8/440 
.29 
;27 
16.39** 
11/437 
•Significant at .05 level. 
••Significant at ;01 level. 
Some farm households and larger households may experience housing 
conditions that do not conform to the norm but are not enconçassed by the 
deficit variables used in this analysis. The conditions may be related 
to low housing quality which could result in low levels of housing 
satisfaction. Conversely, high income households may experience housing 
so superior that even the absence of normative housing deficits does not 
reflect the greater quality. They are more likely to own single-family 
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dwellings with a normative number of bedrooms that have many other 
amenities than are low-income households. Therefore, housing 
satisfaction would be high. 
It is perplexing, however, that the bedroom deficit is the only 
housing deficit to have a significant relationship with housing 
satisfaction. Interactive effects among the deficit variables may be 
masking some relationships between satisfaction and types of housing 
deficits. A regression equation is obtained with the 7 dumny variables 
described in Table 7 replacing the 3 deficit variables already tested. 
The results are shown in Table 10. The R-squared is .31 and the adjusted 
R-squared is .29, the same as the R-square in Table 9. 
The tests for significance indicate that the same exogenous 
variables are significant as in Table 8, farm households, household size, 
and housdiold income. They have roughly similar coefficients as well. 
Neighborhood satisfaction still has the strongest relationship with 
housing satisfaction. Only 2 of the deficit variables have significant 
coefficients: the bedroom deficit only variable and the tenure and 
bedroom deficit combination variable. Both of these deficit variables 
have significant negative effects on satisfaction. The unstandardized 
coefficients indicate that residents of single-family dwellings, both 
rented and owned, without enough bedrooms are more dissatisfied than are 
residents of apartments and other nonsingle-family dwellings without 
enough bedrooms. 
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Table 10. Regression analysis of housing satisfaction 
on independent variables including deficit 
'duomles using Regional data 
Independent variables b Beta t 
Farmers -1.8514 -.11 -2.81** 
Age of head 0;0324 .10 1:87 
Age-squared 0.0007 .04 ;87 
Education of head -0.1664 -.09 -1.83 
Sex of head -0.8782 —.06 -1.23 
Household size -0.5828 -.14 -2.76** 
Household income 0.0008 .23 4.87** 
Neighborhood sat. 0.5551 .28 6.85** 
Deficits 
Structure only -0.4662 -.02 -0.43 
Tenure only 0.4509 .02 0.43 
Bedroom only -4.4594 -."25 -6.07** 
Tenure and structure 0.1105 ;00 0;07 
Tenure and bedroom 
-8=5793 -.22 -5.24** 
Bedroom and structure -1.5991 -;04 -1.04 
All 3 deficits 
- -0.0153 -.00 -0.01 
Constant 19.7644 
R2 .31 
Adj. R2 .29 
F • 13.06** 
d.f. 15/433 
•Significant at .05 level. 
••Significant at .01 level. 
Predicted values of housing satisfaction can be calculated by ' 
substituting the mean values of the predictor variables into the 
regression equation. Using the unstandardized coefficients and the 
constant from Table 10, predicted values of housing satisfaction are 
calculated with mean values substituting for the independent variables. 
The resulting predicted value is a mean for the households having no 
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deficits. The deficit variable coefficients are added one at a time to 
the equation to calculate the mean value of housing satisfaction for 
households with each deficit combination. The 8 predicted values are 
shown in Table 11 ranked by the level of housing satisfaction. 
Table 11. Mean values of housing satisfaction for each deficit 
combination in the Regional sanple. 
Deficits Predicted Number of 
Rank Bedroom Tenure Structure Housing Satisfaction Deficits 
1 0 1 0 32.41 1 
2 0 1 1 32.07 2 
3 0 0 0 31.96 0 
4 1 1 1 31.94 3 
5 0 0 1 31:49 1 
6 1 0 1 30.36 2 
7 1 0 0 27.-50 1 
8 1 1 0 23;38 2 
The rankings are not as expected. It is hypothesized that 
households with the fewest deficits would have the highest satisfaction 
and households with the most deficits would have the lowest satisfaction. 
In actuality, there is no difference in the levels of satisfaction for 
households with no deficits and households with 3 deficits. Households 
with a bedroom deficit or a bedroom and tenure deficit combination 
have the lowest levels of satisfaction. 
Propensity to move 
A similar analysis scheme is used to assess the effects of the 
exogenous variables on propensity to move. The first regression equation 
includes all of the independent variables except the deficit variables. 
The resulting coefficients from the analysis are presented in the first 3 
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columns of Table 12. 
Housing satisfaction has the hypothesized effect on propensity to 
move, that is, the lower the satisfaction with the housing, the greater 
is the propensity to move. Farmers have a lower propensity to move than 
non-farmers and age of the household head has a curvilinear relationship 
with propensity to move. The low point on the curve may be calculated by 
using the equation given by Stimson, Carmines, and Zeller (1981). The 
propensity to move decreases with age until age 62 when there is a slight 
upturn. This may be the result of household's planning to move at 
retirement to smaller or less expensive housing. Because migratory moves 
are not Included in this analysis, this phenomenon does not include 
households with retired persons planning to move to warmer climates. 
When the deficit scale is added to the equation, there is no diange 
in the R-squared and the deficit scale coefficient is not significant. 
In the next step of the analysis, the 3 deficit variables replace the 
scale in the equation. The results are shown in columns 4, 5, and 6 of 
Table 12. 
There is no increase in the explained variance and the t-tests 
associated with the coefficients for the deficit variables are not 
significant. However, an interaction between farmers and satisfaction is 
of interest. When the interaction term is entered into the equation, the 
R-squared increases significantly to .19. The coefficients indicate that 
farmers have a much lower propensity to move than do nonfarmers and 
that farmers' propensity to move neither increases or decreases with 
satisfaction. The conclusion that can be made is that farmers' 
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propensity to move is not different at different levels of satisfaction 
as it is for the non-farm portion of the sample. Most likely, this means 
that farm households do not base moving decisions on housing satisfaction 
but more likely the propensity to move is based on farming conditions or 
location of the land to be farmed. 
Table 12. Regression analysis of propensity to move on 
independent variables using Regional data 
Independent variables b Beta t b Beta t 
Farmers 
-.2961 
-.13 -2.91** -.2816 -.12 -2.76** 
Age of head -.0089 -.20 -3.54** -.0081 -.18 -3.56** 
Age-squared .0005 .18 3.96** .0004 .16 3.56** 
Education of head -.0108 -.04 -0.78 -.0097 -.04 -0.70 
Sex of head .0535 .02 0.49 .0651 .03 0.59 
Household size .0036 .06 1.06 .0432 .08 1.33 
Household income .0000 .02 0.39 .0000 .02 0.36 
Neighborhood sat. -.0095 -.03 -0.73 -.0084 -.03 -0.65 
Housing satisfaction 
-.0309 -.22 -4.46** .-.0304 -.22 -4.17** 
Bedroom deficit .0184 .01 0.18 
Tenure deficit .0717 .03 0.59 
Structure deficit .2024 .08 1.65 
Constant 1.6026 1.5191 
R2 17 .17 
Adj. R2 15 .15 
F 9. 66** 7 .55** 
- d.f. 9/439 12/436 
*Significant at .05 level. 
**Significant at .01 level. 
The results of the regression of propensity to move on the 
independent variables and the 7 dummy variables are shown in Table 13. A 
test for the difference in the R-squared between Table 12 (R-squared=.17) 
and Table 13 (R-squared».21) indicates that adding the 7 variables that 
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include interaction terms does significantly increase the explained 
variance in propensity to move. Two deficit variables have significant 
coefficients: structure deficit only and tenure and bedroom deficit 
combination. Of these, housâiolds with a bedroom and tenure deficit 
combination have the greatest propensi^  to move. These are the same 
households that had the lowest housing satisfaction. Housdiolds with 3 
deficits do not have a higher propensity to move than households with 2 
deficits and the explanation may be due to the effects of constraints. 
Table 13. Regression analysis of propensity to move on independent 
variables including deficit dummies using Regional data 
Independent variables b Beta t 
Farmers 
-.2891 
-.13 -2.89** 
Age of head 
-:0079 -.•17 -3.00** 
Age-squared 
-.0005 
-.17 -3.75** 
Education of head -.0083 -.•03 -0.'60 
Sex of head ;0748 ;03 0:69 
Household size ;0300 .06 1.04 
Hous^ old income -.0000 
-.03 -0.59 
Housing satisfaction -;0281 -;20 -3.88* 
Neighborhood satisfaction -.0102 -;04 -0.80 
Structure deficit only ;2663 ;07 1.64* 
Tenure deficit only 
-.0582 -.02 -0:38 
Bedroom deficit only -;1711 -;07 -1.48 
Tenure and structure deficit 
-.3316 -:o6 -1.31 
Tenure and bedroom deficit .8759 .16 3.44** 
Bedroom and structure deficit :4139 .08 1:78 
All 3 deficits .4261 .05 1.12 
Constant 1.4581 
R2 .21 
Adj. R2 ;18 
F 7.29** 
d.f. 16/432 
*Significant at .05 level. 
**Significant at .01 level: 
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The predicted mean of propensity to move can be confuted for each 
combination of deficits, using the unstandardized regression 
coefficients, the constant, and the mean values for the independent 
variables. Adding the coefficients for the. deficit variables produces 
the means shown in Table 14. 
Table 14. Predicted values of propensity to move for 
' different combinations of deficits in Regional data 
Deficits Predicted Number of 
Rank Bedroom Tenure Structure Propensity to Move Deficits 
1 1 1 0 2.29 2 
2 1 1 1 1;84 3 
3 1 0 1 1.83 2 
4 0 0 1 1.68 1 
5 0 0 0 1;42 0 
6 0 1 0 1.36 1 
7 1 0 0 1.25 1 
8 0 1 1 1:09 2 
It is hypothesized that satisfaction intervenes between deficits and 
propensity to moye. However, some of the deficit variables have a direct 
effect on propensity to move. The ordering of the means calculated from 
the effects of the, variables is surprising because it would be expected 
that if ther are direct effects, a greater number of deficits would 
produce a higher propensity to move and having no deficits would produce 
the lowest propensity to move. However, the households having no 
deficits have a level of propensity midway in the ranking. 
Although having, only a bedroom deficit does not result in having a 
higher propensity to move than having no deficits, households having a 
bedroom deficit combined with a tenure deficit have a higher propensity 
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to move than do households with no deficits. It is likely that 
housâiolds with only a bedroom deficit own their dwellings and either the 
dwellings have other amenities that make up for the deficits or the 
hous^ olds can make other alterations in the dwellings to make up the 
needed bedroom space. However, households with bedroom deficits in 
combination with tenure deficits are renters who may not have the 
flexibility to make alterations to the dwelling and are planning to move 
to gain the necessary bedroom space. 
Another of the objectives of this dissertation is to gain a better 
understanding of how the distribution of the propensity to move variable 
affects the results of the analysis. Because the propensity to move 
variable has such a skewed distribution, there may be a better way to 
analyze it, so it is divided into its conponents. Both ordinary least 
squares and logit analysis are used to assess the effects of the 
independent variables. Because the results of the 2 analyses are 
identical in their tests of the significance of the effects of the 
independent variables, only the ordinary least squares coefficients are 
presented for ease of conçsarison with the previous tables. Table 15 
presents the results of the regression analyses of thoughts of moving, 
desires to move, and moving expectations. 
Conceptually, the grouping together of all responses to propensity 
to move above 0 means that the variable can be viewed as measuring 
thoughts of moving. Only households with a structure deficit have a 
higher propensity to move than do households with no deficits. In the 
regression of propensity to move reported in Table 13, the tenure and 
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bedroom deficit combination variable had a larger effect on propensity to 
move than did the structure deficit only variable. It might be concluded 
from these results that the deficit combination is more likely to have a 
significant effect on desires or plans to move than it has on thoughts of 
moving. 
Table 15. Regression analyses of propensity to move recoded 3 
different ways as a dichotomous dependent variable 
using Regional data 
Dependent Variable 
Moving thoughts Moving desires Moving 
expectations 
Variable b Beta b Beta b Beta 
Housing sat. -.0137 -.18** -.0102 -.19** -.0016 -.06 
Nei^ bor. sat. .0013 ;01 -;0080 -:07 -;0018 -;03 
Age of head -;0049 -;20** -.0019 -;11 -.0001 -;01 
Farmers -;0960 -;08 -:1258 -.14** -.0043 -.10* 
Education -.0018 -.01 -.0006 -.00 -.0016 -.03 
Sex of head -;0061 -;oi ;0089 .01 ;0162 ;04 
Household size ;0168 .-05 .0141 .06 .0058 .05 
Household income :0000 .02 -.0000 -.03 .0000 .00 
Deficit variables 
Structure only .1869 .09» .1811 .13** -.0161 -.02 
Tenure only -.0239 -.01 .0444 .03 ;0240 .03 
Bedroom only -.1247 -:09 .0059 .01 ;0285 .06 
Ten. & struct. -.2107 -.07 -.0562 -.03 -.0078 -.01 
Ten. & bedroom .2055 .07 .3820 .18** .1654 .15** 
Bed. & struct. .1532 .05 ;1630 .08 .1650 .16** 
All 3 deficits .1576 .03 .3520 ."11* -.0164 .01 
Constant .7191 .6380 .1216 
R2 .14 .19 .07 
Adj. R2 .11 .17 .05 
F • 4.58** 6.97** 2.45** 
d.f. 15/433 15/433 15/433 
•Significant at .05 level. 
••Significant at .01 level: 
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Care must be taken in assessing the significance of the coefficients 
because the frequencies of the propensity to move variables are very 
small for the categories coded 1 in the last two regressions. However, 
generally it can be concluded that the types of deficits have differing 
relationships with the different levels of the propensity to move. 
Because expectations of moving and definite plans to move are closer 
to actual mobility than are thoughts and desires of moving (Duncan and 
Newman, 1975), it is not desirable to mask the effects of the independent 
variables on the most extreme levels of propensity to move by grouping 
them with lower levels of propensity to move. The conclusion from this 
portion of the analysis is that propensity to move should be investigated 
as scale variable. Conceptually, this is the sensible approach as 
propensity to move progresses from an idea through stages of actual 
decision-making and plan implementation. 
The deficits that are significantly related to propensity to move 
even with satisfaction intervening, are important because they are 
overriding other considerations about the dwelling that the housâiold may 
find satisfactory. For example, if the household is satisfied with the 
appearance and other amenities of the dwelling, but there is not enough 
bedroom space for the size of the family, the bedroom deficit may 
override the feelings of satisfaction with other amenities and may be the 
determining factor in deciding to move. 
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Rural Development Sample 
Housing deficits 
The results of the regression of the deficit scale on the exogenous 
variables using the Rural Development data are shown In Table 16. The 
amount of explained variance is 9 percent. Age has a significant and 
quadratic relationship with the deficit scale and, as with the Regional 
data, the fewest deficits are found in haisdiolds where the household 
head is aged 54. Female headed housdiolds have significantly more 
Table 16. Regression analysis of the deficit scale using 
Rural Development data 
Independent variables b Beta t 
Community size -.0069 -.01 -0.23 
Age of head -.0068 -.•18 -3.92** 
Age-squared .0004 .18 4.77** 
Education of head -.•0038 -;02 -0.38 
Sex of head -;2411 -;14 -3;54** 
Household size 
-.0223 -.05 -1.08 
Household income -:0007 -;08 -1.96* 
Constant .6995 
R2 .09 
Adj. R2 .08 
F 10.36** 
d.f. 7/700 
•Significant at .05 level. 
••Significant at .01 level. 
deficits than do couple headed or male headed households as in the 
Regional data. However, In these data, household income has a 
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significant relationship with the number of deficits and education of the 
household head does not. The reason that the household characteristic 
variables vary in their significance between sanples is most likely due 
to shared variance amcxig the variables and to the fact that they are all 
measures of the constraints and resources of the households. 
Housing satisfaction 
Housing satisfaction is first regressed on the exogenous variables. 
The regression coefficients of housing satisfaction with no deficit 
variables are presented in the first 3 columns of Table 17. The major 
difference between these coefficients and those from the Regional data is 
that household size is not significant in this equation and education is 
significant. 
The results of adding the three deficit variables is shown in 
columns 4, 5, and 6 of Table 17. The R-squared is increased from .17 to 
.21, a statistically significant increase. Neighborhood satisfaction, 
age of the household head, and education have significant coefficients 
when the deficit variables are entered, but income does not. It is not 
obvious why household heads with more education would have higher 
levels of satisfaction than housâiold heads with less education. Income 
is not significant so it may be that education and income substitute for 
each other as cœistraints. Households with a bedroom deficit and 
households with a tenure deficit have lower satisfaction than do 
households with no deficits. 
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Table 17» Regression analysis of housing satisfaction 
• using Rural Development data 
Independent variables b Beta t b Beta t 
Community size 1801 .06 1.68 .1751 .06 1.63 
Age of head 0237 .17 3.80** .0181 .13 2.88** 
Age-squared - 0005 -.07 -1.92 -.0003 -.04 -1:05 
Education of head 1126 ;i3 3.12** .1129 i13 3:18** 
Sex of head - 0059 -.00 -0:02 -.1510 -;02 -0.63 
Household size - 0712 -.04 -0:97 -:0788 -:05 -1.07 
Household income 0027 .09 2.27* :0019 .06 1:63 
Neigiborhood sat. 4217 .32 9:14** .4060 .31 8.96** 
Structure deficit 
-.7240 .02 0.44 
Tenure deficit :1543 -.16 -4.24** 
Bedroom deficit 
-1.2793 -:i2 -3.32** 
Constant 10.3585 11.0740 
R2 .17 .21 
Adj. R2 ;16 :20 
F 8;43** 16.97** 
d.f. 8/699 11/696 
•Significant at .05 level. 
••Significant at .01 level: 
The results of the regression with the substitution of the 7 dunnny 
variables for the 3 deficit variables is shown in Table 18. The 
R-squared is .22 and the adjusted R-squared is .20. Having a bedroom 
deficit or a combination of a bedroom deficit with other deficits results 
in lower satisfaction than having no deficits as does having a tenure 
deficit only. 
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Table 18. Regression analysis of housing satisfaction on 
independent variables including deficit dummies using 
Rural Development data 
Independent variables b Beta t 
Community size 0.1776 .06 1.65 
Age of head 0;0178 .13 2.93** 
Age-squared -0;0003 -.03 -0.97 
Education of head 0.1107 .12 3.12** 
Sex of head -0.1663 -.03 -0.69 
Household size -0.0709 -.04 • -0.96 
Household income 0.0019 ;06 1.60 
Neighborhood sat. 0.4051 .31 8.89** 
Deficits 
Structure only -0.3712 -.02 -0.55 
Tenure only -1.5248 
-;13 -3.75** 
Bedroom only -0.6351 -.09 -2.57** 
Tenure and structure -0.7374 -.05 -1.52 
Tenure and bedroom -2:4554 .-.15 -4=35** 
Bedroom and structure -1:4296 -.07 -2.07* 
All 3 deficits -1;2734 -;06 -l;67 
Constant 11.1034 
R2 .22 
Adj. R2 • .20 
F 12.78** 
d.f. 15/692 
«Significant at .05 level. 
••Significant at .01 level. 
As with the Regional sançle, the mean values of all independent 
variables were substituted into the regression equation except for the 
deficit variables. The coefficients for the deficit dummy variables are 
added separately to calculate the mean value of satisfaction for each 
deficit type. These are shown in Table 19. 
61 
Table 19. Mean values of housing satisfaction for each deficit 
combination in Rural Development data 
Deficits Predicted Number of 
Rank Bedroom Teni ITS Structure Housing Satisfaction Deficits 
1 0 0 0 18.97 0 
2 0 0 1 18;60 1 
3 1 0 0 18.34 1 
4 0 1 1 18.23 2 
5 1 1 1 17:70 3 
6 1 0 1 17;54 2 
7 0 1 0 17:45 1 
8 1 1 0 16.52 2 
Although households with no deficits have the highest satisfaction, 
the ranking of the deficits is not orderly. Households with a tenure 
deficits or with combinations of two deficits have lower levels of 
satisfaction than do households with three deficits. It is not clear tAy 
this is true. All of the dummy variables suffer from low frequencies so 
that their significance levels must be interpreted with care. However, 
many of the coefficients are significant at the .01 level and can be 
considered significant. The reason that having all 3 deficits does not 
result in lowered satisfaction may be that households that have such 
severe constraints that they must live in nonnormative housing have 
become desensitized to their situation. Or they may have adapted by 
lowering their family housing norms so that they are no longer in 
congruence with cultural norms. Another explanation is that they may 
consider their present nonnormative housing to be acceptable tenporary 
housing until normative housing goals can be reached. 
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Propensity to move 
The results of the regression of propensity to move on the 
independent variables excluding deficits are shown in Table 20. The 
R-squared is .12. Housing satisfaction has a large negative effect on 
propensity to move. The larger the household size, the lower the 
propensity to move but community size has a positive effect on propensity 
to move. Both of these results may have to do with the availability of 
housing. Large households may not have many choices when looking for 
housing that meets their needs, so once they have found something, they 
may choose not to move again. Larger communities, on the other hand, may 
have more housing available for rent or sale than do smaller communities, 
so households located in larger communities may see that they have some 
choices available which would increase their propensity to move. The 
effect of age on propensity to move is not curvilinear as in the analysis 
of the Regional data, but declines linearally with age. 
The R-squared is increased by a statistically significant amount to 
.15 when the 3 deficit variables are entered into the regression 
equation. The coefficients are shown in columns 4, 5, and 6 of Table 20. 
Bedroom deficit and tenure deficit have significant positive 
coefficients. 
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Table 20. Regression analysis of pi^ opensity to move using Rural 
Development data 
Independent variables b Beta t b Beta t 
Community size .2020 .17 4.73** .1941 .16 4.52** 
Age of head -.0106 -.20 -4.21** -:0086 ;i6 -3:43** 
Age-squared :0002 .07 1.85 :0001 .04 1.08 
Education of head ;012U ;04 0:85 :0100 ;03 0:70 
Sex of head ;1060 :04 1.-10 .1724 :07 1.79 
Household size -.0706 -;11 -2:41* -.0695 -.09 -2.11* 
Household income .0007 .06 1.51 :0009 :08 1.97* 
Housing satisfaction -;0856 -.22 -5.69** -.0695 -;i8 -4:59** 
Nei^ borhood sat. .0135 .03 0:70 :0132 :03 0.69 
Structure deficit .0758 :02 0.54 
Tenure deficit .4547 .15 3.72** 
Bedroom deficit .2239 :09 2.55** 
Constant 1.1760 .7390 
R2 .12 .15 
Adj. R2 .11 .14 
F 10:87** 10:60** 
d.f. 9/698 12/695 
•Significant at .05 level. 
••Significant at .01 level: 
To better understand interactions among these variables, the dummy 
variables for the 7 types of deficits are substituted into the analysis. 
The results are presented in Table 21. 
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Table 21. Regression analysis of propensity to move on all 
independent variables including deficit dummies -
using Rural Development data 
Independent variables b Beta t 
Community size .1515 .12 3.18** 
Age of head -.0114 -.19 -4.10** 
Age-squared ;OG02 ;06 1.59 
Education of head .0124 .03 0.78 
Sex of head .0880 .03 0.82 
Household size 
-;0639 -.09 -1 .97* 
Household income .0015 .12 2.84** 
Housing satisfaction -.0025 -.22 -5.51** 
Neighborhood sat. .0202 ;04 0:95 
Deficits 
Structure only -.0502 -.01 -0.17 
Tenure only .2695 .05 1 .49 
Bedroom only :3014 .10 2:75* 
Tenure and structure ;7186 .12 3.34* 
Tenure and bedroom .6368 .09 2:52** 
Bedroom and structure .3356 ;04 1;09 
All 3 deficits .9531 .10 . 2.83** 
Constant 1.2613 
R2 .17 
Adj. R2 .-14 
F • 9.13** 
d.f. 16/691 
«Significant at .05 level. 
••Significant at .01 level. 
Four deficit variables have significant positive coefficients; three 
of the variables include a tenure deficit. The major difference between 
this analysis and the analysis of the Regional data is that households 
with all three deficits have the greatest propensity to move in the Rural 
Development sançle. Apparently, these" households do not feel so 
constrained that they have given up moving as an adjustment plan. The 
65 
means of propensity to move calculated for each deficit combination are 
shown in Table 22. 
Table 22. Means of propensity to move calculated for different 
combinations of deficits in Rural Developmait data 
Deficits Predicted Number of 
Rank Bedroom Tenure Structure Propensity to Move Deficits 
1 1 1 1 1.47 3 
2 0 1 1 1;24 2 
3 1 1 0 1.16 2 
4 1 0 1 0;86 2 
5 1 0 0 0;82 1 
6 0 1 0 0.79 1 
7 0 0 0 0.-52 0 
8 0 0 1 0.47 1 
The ranking of the means in Table 22 is closer to the hypothesized 
ranking than is the ranking for the Regional data. The level of 
propensity to move is highest for housdiolds with all 3 deficits and 
lowest for households with no deficits or a structure deficit. It may be 
that the 2 samples do not have the same ranking of the means because of 
the difference in the economic climates during the times that the 2 
samples were collected. In the mld-70s, the economic future of the rural 
areas seemed bright and the populations of the rural areas were growing. 
It may be that households were eager to move to improve their housing 
situations because of the bright economic picture. However, in the 
mid-80s, the poor state of the rural economy of the midwest is forcing 
families to be cautious in their decisions to move and to invest in 
better or more expensive housing. 
In both samples, neighborhood satisfaction does not have a 
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significant effect on propensity to move. All of the hous^ olds from the 
2 samples investigated here are from small towns or farms. It may be 
that in small towns, neighborhoods within a town are not very distinct 
from each other and may be merged with the concept of community. This is 
somewhat supporte by the fact that community size has a significant 
effect on moving propensity. Households in larger communities may be 
able to find housing in another part of town that is more desirable 
whereas in smaller communities, fewer housing choices may be available 
and may not be considered as being in a different type of neighborhood 
than the current one. 
Definite conclusions cannot be made about which deficits are the 
stronger determinants of propensi^  to move when the analyses from the 2 
samples are conpared. Some deficit variables result in lower 
satisfaction but do not result in higher propensity to move. It may be 
that satisfaction intervenes in the relationship. However, a bedroom 
deficit combined with a tenure deficit produces the greatest 
dissatisfaction and also has a significant effect on propensity to move 
in each sample. Households with this deficit combination rent a dwelling 
unit, either a house or a nonsingle-family dwelling, and do not have 
enough bedrooms to meet their needs. Although they may desire to move to 
relieve either the bedroom deficit or to buy a house, it is the 
combination of the bedroom deficit and the tenure deficit that seems to 
bring the family to the stage of making moving plans. 
This result is masked when deficit variables are added together to 
make a scale or when the interaction effects among the deficit variables 
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are not tested. No definite conclusions can be drawn about why 
households with a combination of all 3 deficits do not have the greatest 
propensity to move. It is not that they create such dissatisfaction that 
it is the satisfaction variable that intervenes; the effect of the 
3-deficit combination on satisfaction is not significant in the Regional 
sample. It is more likely to be the effect of constraints on households 
that results in their accepting the futility of making moving plans when 
they cannot afford to move. The constraint variables, sex of the head, 
education of the head, and income share enough common variance that it is 
not apparent which of the constraints are insurmountable. The 
availability of housing appears to be a constraint for large households 
and for households in small communities. 
As in the analysis of the Regional data, propensity to move is 
recoded as 3 different dichotomous variables: 1) moving thoughts, 2) 
moving desire, and 3) moving expectations. A regression of each of these 
three" variables on the independent variables was obtained. The results 
are shown in Table 23. As in the Regional study, different independent 
variables have significant effects on each of the three dichotomous 
variables. It is evident, that different levels of propensity to move 
are affected by different variables. This is consistent with the finding 
of Pickvance (1974). 
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Table 23. Regression analyses of propensi^  to move recoded 3 
different ways as a dichotomous dependent variable 
using Rural Development data 
Dependent Variable 
Moving thoughts Moving desires Moving 
expectations 
Variable b Beta b Beta b Beta 
Housing sat. .0250 -..15** -.0195 -.16** -.0156 --.16** 
Neighbor, sat. ;0034 ;01 ;0037 .02 .0042 ;03 
Age of head -.0038 --.16** -.0024 -;15** -.0019 --.14** 
Community size .0273 .05 .0436 .12** ;0557 .20** 
Education ;0012 ;01 .0045 .03 .0032 .04 
Sex of head .0597 :06 .0210 .03 .0432 .07 
Household size -•;0168 -.06 -;0140 -;07 -;0025 -.14** 
Household income ;0003 i05 .0003 .09* ;0002 .06 
Deficit variables 
Structure only -.1038 -.03 .0259 .01 -.0291 .02 
Tenure only ;i601 ;08* .1317 ;09** ;0571 ;05 
Bedroom only ;0548 :05 .0632 ;07* .0391 .06 
Ten. & struct. ;1003 ;04 ;0992 .06" .1189 .09* 
Ten. & bedroom :2889 ;ii** .3193 .16** ;1530 .10** 
Bed. & struct. :1689 .05 ;i530 .06 .1018 .05 
All 3 deficits .3712 ;10** :4079 ;15** .2271 .10** 
Constant .7267 .3458 .1948 
R2 .11 .15 .14 
Adj. R2 .09 :13 .12 
F 5.54** 8.11** 7.44** 
~ d.f. 15/692 15/692 15/692 
•Significant at .05 level. 
••Significant at .01 level. 
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CHAPTER 4 CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS 
The purpose of this chapter is to review the results of the analysis 
and to interpret them in view of the objectives. The first objective is 
to test the hypothesized relationships among the variables. In general, 
the hypothesized relationships in the model of housing adjustment are 
well-supported. Low R-squares indicate that much is still not known 
about the determinants of housing satisfaction and propensity to move. 
The support or lack of support for the hypotheses are discussed in the 
following paragraphs. 
Results of Hypothesis Testing 
Housing deficits 
The relationship between age and the number of deficits experienced 
by the household is curvilinear. Fewer deficits are reported as 
householders get older until about age 54, after vrtiich the number of 
deficits increases. Female^ ieaded households report more housing 
deficits and the presence of households headed by widows may be why the 
number of deficits goes up after age 54. When the male householder dies, 
the female head may be forced by constraints to rent an apartment 
when she has a norm for a single-family owned dwelling. In general, the 
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more constraints experienced by the household, the greater the number of 
housing deficits. 
Housing satisfaction 
Neighborhood satisfaction has the strongest effect on housing 
satisfaction. This result is consistent with that found by Morris, 
Crull, and Winter (1976) and Crull (1979). As a group, the presence of 
housing deficits results in lower satisfaction with housing, as 
hypothesized. Having a bedroom deficit has the greatest effect on 
satisfaction. When the 7 dumny variables were substituted into the 
equations, the households with a bedroom and tenure deficit combination 
were found to have the lowest satisfaction and the highest propensity to 
move. It is not obvious why this combination of deficits has a stronger 
effect on satisfaction and propensity to move than does the combination 
of all 3 deficits. It may be that the households with 3 deficits, i.e., 
households that live in rented multi-family dwellings without enough 
bedrooms, have such severe constraints that they have lowered their 
expectations for their housing. These constraints may be long-term and 
perhaps are considered a permanent part of one's life situation resulting 
in a lowered propensity to move. Or the conditions may be tenporary ones 
experienced mainly by young families who consider their living conditions 
to be satisfactory temporary quarters, as Michelson (1977) suggests. 
In the Regional sançle, bedroom deficits and bedroom deficit 
combinations have significant negative effects on housing satisfaction. 
In the Rural Development sample, tenure deficit conAinations predominate. 
So it is difficult to make generalizations about the effects of specific 
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types of deficits on housing satisfaction and propensity to move. 
Some housdiold characteristics have significant relationships with 
housing satisfaction. Older households are more satisfied with their 
housing than are younger households in the Rural Development sanple. 
This finding is consistent with those of Fried (1982) and Ctolant (1982). 
Lower income households are likely to be less satisfied with their 
housing than higher income households even when housing deficits 
intervene. The deficits measured do not account for all factors that 
would lower housing satisfaction. Other deficits not measured might 
include housing quality deficits and a lack of amenities that some 
families may not only consider desirable, but normative, such as having 
more than 1 bathroom. 
Larger households have lower levels of satisfaction than do smaller 
households but also have lower moving expectations. Apparently, the 
housing stock does not include many dwellings that meet the needs of 
large households. The three-bedroom house has become the standard-sized 
dwelling in recent decades but it may not be large enough for the 
households with more than 4 or 5 members. Larger houses were built when 
the average family size was larger than it is now, but these houses are 
now old and may not be in good condition. Large households may have to 
sacrifice quality for space if they cannot afford new, larger housing. 
Farm households report lowef levels of housing satisfaction than do 
nonfarm households. It is not obvious why this would be. In recent 
years in the midwest, farm families have been experiencing severe stress 
due to the farming economy. Whether that stress is being reported in 
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terms of low levels of satisfaction with the environment or whether the 
low levels of satisfaction are due to low housing quality is not known. 
Propensity to move 
Housing dissatisfaction has a consistent and strong effect on the 
propensity to move. Households with low levels of satisfaction report 
high levels of propensity to move. Housing satisfaction acts as an 
intervening variable between some housAold characteristics, such as 
household size and income in the Regional data and education in the Rural 
Development data, and propensity to move. Housing satisfaction 
intervenes between having only a bedroom deficit and the propensity to 
move in both data sets. However, some deficits and some household 
characteristics have direct effects on propensity to move. Households 
living in rented dwellings with fewer bedrooms than are needed have high 
moving propensities regardless of satisfaction. 
Age has a strong inverse relationship with propensity to move. This 
effect was found to be curvilinear in the Regional data with the lowest 
propensity to move occurring at age 62. After 62, households reported 
slightly higher levels of moving expectations. This may be due to older 
households planning to move to smaller or less expensive dwellings as 
they retire. The curvilinear effect was not significant in the Rural 
Development sample. 
Farm households have a lower propensity to move than nonfarmers. 
This relationship is true regardless of satisfaction. Evidently, farm 
hous^ olds do not base moving decisions on satisfaction with their • 
housing as other families do. It seems likely that mobility is 
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determined by farming conditions and location of the farm ground. A 
research question that follows from these findings is whether farm 
housëiolds have a higher propens!^  to make alterations or additions to 
their dwellings than do honfarm households. 
Other variables act as constraints on mobility. Housdiolds living 
in small communities have lower moving propensities than do hous^ olda in 
larger communities. It may be that the supply of available housing is so 
low in small communities that housdiolds do not have desirable 
alternatives. Household size also acts as a constraint on mobility 
expectations which is in contrast to the findings of Rossi (1955). Large 
households may have few choices of housing which meet their needs. When 
desirable alternatives do not exist, low levels of moving expectations 
are likely to result. In this analysis, household size and community 
size may be substituting for a measure of housing supply, vdiich was not 
available in the data. 
Neighborhood satisfaction does not have a significant effect on 
propensity to move as it did in the study by Morris, Crull, and Winter 
(1976). The result is consistent with Crull (1979). The analyses 
indicate that housing satisfaction intervenes in the relationship. 
Moving inclinations are very low for both samples with only about 
one-quarter of the samples even considering moving. It is likely that a 
much lower percentage of the sanple actually engages in mobility during 
the course of the year following the interview. 
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Analytical Objectives 
Curvilinear relationships were investigated between age and the 
dependent variables. The quadratic term was entered in each of the 
regressions and was found to be significant in the analyses of the number 
of deficits with both samples. A curvilinear relationship between 
propensity to move and age was found in the Regional data but not the 
Rural Development data. Further research is needed to assess (Aether the 
curvilinear relationship is specific to this sanqjle. 
Interactions were investigated between a number of independent 
variables in their effect on the dependent variables. One interaction 
effect that was found to be significant was between farmers and 
satisfaction in their relationship with propensity to move. This result 
is not surprising. Other interactions were found among the deficit 
variables. These effects are discussed in subsequent paragraphs that 
deal with differences in the effects of deficits due to coding. 
The analytical problems encountered with this model are centered on 
the distributions of the variables. The housing deficit variables are 
dichotomous and as such can be used as independent variables. However, 
the assunçtions of regression and path analysis are violated when they 
are used as dependent variables. Morris, Crull, and Winter (1976) coded 
deficits as dichotomous variables and used them as both dependent and 
independent variables in a path analysis. Crull (1979) added them 
together and used the scale both as a dependent and an independent 
variable. 
75 
One of the objectives of this study is to gain a better 
understanding of how the coding of the deficit variables is a factor in 
interpreting their"effects in the model. In this analysis, several 
coding techniques were used. The deficit variables were scaled vdien used 
as a dependent variable. In regression analyses of satisfaction and 
pi'opensity to move, the regression equations are obtained without the 
deficit variables and then the three individual deficits are added. The 
change in R-squared is used to assess whether the main effects of the 
deficit variables as a group are significant. To better understand the 
interactive effects of the deficits on the dependent variables, new 
deficit variables were constructed which result in unique categories 
where no household falls into more than one deficit category. 
This technique gives a somewhat better indication of which deficits 
and combinations of deficits have the greatest effects on housing 
satisfaction and propensity to move. Although the recoding procedure is 
somewhat unwieldy, it gives more information than using a deficit scale 
throughout the analysis. The two samples give somewhat different results 
making it difficult to generalize. 
However, when predicted mean values are calculated, it is readily 
apparent that the deficit variables do not fully support the hypotheses; 
households with the 3~deficit combination do not have lower satisfaction 
and a greater propensity to move than households with fewer déficits. It 
may be that residents of different types of dwellings have different 
models of housing adjustment, i.e., renters are different from owners in 
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their housing adjustment decisions and residents of nonsingle-family 
dwellings are different from residents of single-family dwellings. To 
test whether this is true, separate models could be tested for residents 
of different types of dwellings using only bedroom deficits or some other 
deficits identified in research as intervening between constraints and 
satisfaction. This is contrary to the type of research that has been 
done in recent years in testing the housing adjustment model, but the 
evidence indicates that tenure and structure deficits interact with 
bedroom deficits in an unusual manner. 
Another objective is to gain a better understanding of the 
propensity to move variable. The propensity to move variable does not 
have a normal distribution. Coded as a scale, the greatest number of 
households are coded 0, and the fewest are coded 4. The variable was 
used as a dependent variable in this form in the analysis by Crull (1979) 
and in this analysis. The results are compared to decomposing the 
variable into its dichotomous components. Although both logit analysis 
and regression analysis were used to analyze the dichotomous variables, 
only the regression analysis is reported because the significance levels 
of the variables were identical. However, the results were very 
different from that produced when propensity to move is coded as a scale. 
Comparing the significance levels of the independent variables in Tables 
15 and 23, it can be concluded that propensity to move is not a 
dichotomous variable. Households progress through stages in making the 
moving decision and the exogenous variables differ in their effects on 
the different levels of propensity to move. The results are consistent 
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with other research in which propensity to move has been divided into two 
variables, thoughts and desires of moving, and expectations and plans of 
moving (Pickvance, 1974; Landale and Guest, 1985; Duncan and Newman, 
1975; Morris, Crull, and Winter, 1976). 
Implications 
The inplications from this research are both analytical and 
theoretical. The analytical issues have to do with methods of analysis 
of the housing adjustment model. 
The inescapable conclusion from these analyses is that traditional 
path analysis is not the most desirable method of analysis for the 
housing adjustment model. Path analysis requires hierarchical equations 
which was shown in this analysis as not being appropriate due to the 
structure of the deficit variables, the distribution of propensity to 
move, and the presence of interactions and curvilinearity. The most 
information is obtained when the deficit variables are divided into a 
nuntoer of dichotomous variables. It would be a violation of the 
assumptions of regression to use the dichotomous variables as dependent 
variables in earlier stages of the analysis. The distribution of the 
propensity to move variable presents a problem in regression analysis 
because it violates assunptions of regression based on the normal 
distribution of the dependent variable. . 
Given-the results of this analysis, some recommendations can be 
made. Preferable to a path analysis is an analysis, much like that 
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reported here, which would consist of a set of equations that are not 
necessarily hierarchical. The disadvantage of this method is that 
summarization through the use of path coefficients displayed on a diagram 
is not possible. Another recommendation would be to use a weighting 
technique on the propensily to move variable in an effort to normalize 
the distribution. If respondents were asked to weight their propensity 
to move by the strength of their attitudes about moving, perhaps a scale 
could be constructed that would better meet the assunqjtions of normality. 
Curvilinearity in the relationships between the variables might be 
further explored since it is not possible to ascertain from this analysis 
whether the curvilinear relationship of age with propens!^  to move is 
somehow specific to one of the samples or if this relationship exists in 
the population. Other curvilinear relationships may exist besides those 
found in this analysis. 
It certainly does not follow that because the traditional techniques 
used to analyze the housing adjustment model have been found to be 
inappropriate, that the model should no longer be tested. The theory 
has perhaps gone further than the data analysis techniques that can be 
used to test the model as a whole. However, traditional techniques, such 
as multiple regression and legit analysis can yield much information 
about the relationships between the variables. 
Previous research would not seem to be invalidated by the findings 
of this study as most results are consistent with previous findings. 
More measures of housing deficits are needed, but they rely on 
identifying the cultural norms of our society. It would seem reasonable 
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that the identification of norms as to the number of bathrooms, the size 
and privacy of outdoor space, the amount of living space needed for 
households of various sizes, kitchen amenities, and other quality norms 
would lead to better predictions of housing satisfaction and propensity 
to move. It may be that some deficits can be developed that are not 
dichotomous, such as the degree of deviation from the amount of space 
needed by a household. 
It may be that structure and tenure should not be Included as 
deficit variables because of their interactions. Separate tests of 
models of housing adjustment for owners and renters and residents of 
single-family dwellings and multiple-family dwellings may be appropriate. 
There are practical inçlications from this research as well. The 
findings seem to indicate that the available housing stock is not meeting 
the needs of large households and households in small communities. It 
is not likely that this situation will be alleviated in the midwest as 
long as the problems with the farm economy continue. Small towns, as 
well as farmers, are suffering from economic problems in the rural 
areas. The quality of the housing stock is likely to decline in the 
rural areas as property owners become unwilling to Invest in real estate 
with an uncertain future. However, as the population of the small towns 
ages, more multi-family dwellings may be needed to meet the needs of a 
largely female population. The norms may be for owned, single-family 
dwellings even among widows, but many find that because of health or 
economic considerations, they are unable to keep up a- single-family 
dwelling. However, unless some Investment is made in providing the 
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needed housing within the community, the female-iieaded housdiolds may be 
forced to live in larger communities where mutliple-family dwellings are 
available or they may have to remain in their single-family dwellings and 
cope with the problems of maintaining them. 
Two findings that may be unique to this study are the low 
satisfaction and low propensity to move of farmers and the curvilinear 
relationships of age with deficits and propensity to move. Further 
research is need to determine whether farm families are more likely than 
nonfarm families to relieve the stress of lowered housing satisfaction by 
remodeling or making additions to their dwelling. If the source of the 
dissatisfaction were known, better prediction could be made of the 
measures the hous^ olds would take to bring their housing up to the 
standard needed to be satisfactory. 
Knowing that householders of retirement age are slightly more 
inclined to consider moving than householders that are still employed 
means that an assessment needs to be made of the housing needs of 
households which contain retired persons. New research may shed light on 
the housing policies which can better serve the needs of the rural aged. 
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APPENDIX 
Table Al. Percentage distribution of housing norm variables 
Cultural norm Rural Dev. Regional 
Single-family dwelling 92? 89> 
Ownership 90 Î 89 Î 
Bedrooms needed 2 36? 35? 
3 47? 
Table A2. Percentage distribution of housing condition 
variables 
Conditions Rural Dev. Regional 
Single-family dwelling 89) 84? 
Own 84g 81? 
Bedrooms 2 35% 30? 
3 42% 43? 
Table A3. Percentage distribution of housing deficit variables 
Deficit Rural Dev. Regional 
Structure type 9? 9? 
Tenure 13Î 11? 
Bedroom 23Î 18? 
89 
Table A4. Means and standard deviations of satisfaction items 
Satisfaction items Rural Dev. Regional 
Mean Std.Dev. Mean Std.Oev. 
Housing satisfaction; 
Location 
Nunber of rooms 
Number of bedrooms 
Floor plan 
Physical condition 
Style 
Overall housing 
Nei^ iborhood satisfaction: 
Condition of other housing 
Neighbors 
Overall neighborhood 
4.20 .78 5.94 1.09 
3.12 .62 5.49 1.33 
3.06 .63 5.48 1.37 
3.06 .60 5.33 1.38 
3.09 .61 5.36 1.32 
3.10 .52 5.46 1.24 
3.22 .67 5.63 1.17 
4.05 .70 5.60 1.08 
4:24 .73 5.95 .94 
3.25 .63 5.98 .85 
